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PREFACE 


The  title  of  this  book  will  recall  Fielding’s  favourite  use 
of  the  word  history ;  by  which  the  great  novelist  meant  a 
biography,  either  fictitious  or  real,  that  places  in  the  proper 
social  background  all  the  incidents  in  the  life  of  a  man 
essential  to  knowing  him,  in  conjunction  with  a  sufficient 
account  of  the  persons  who  bore  upon  that  life  for  good  or 
for  evil.  This  was  the  aim  of  “The  History  of  Tom 
Jones”;  and, this  has  been  the  aim  of  “The  History  of 
Henry  Fielding.”  By  accident,  perhaps,  the  two  histories 
contain  about  the  same  number  of  words. 

Obviously,  real  history  differs  from  fictitious  in  its  art. 
“Tom  Jones”  has  a  plot  which  Coleridge  described  as  a 
masterpiece;  wherein  incident  is  manipulated  so  as  to 
determine  character,  and  character  is  manipulated  so  as 
to  determine  incident,  to  a  degree  which  does  not  prevail 
in  actual  life;  wherein,  too,  lurk  preconceived  views  or 
principles  of  conduct — a  thesis  almost — to  be  quietly  and 
unobtrusively  illustrated  and  maintained.  None  of  these 
artistic  devices  are  at  the  disposal  of  the  honest  historian 
of  a  man  who  has  really  lived  and  done  his  work  in  this 
world.  Chance  plays  her  part  in  the  affairs  of  men ;  events 
happen  which  ought  never  to  have  happened ;  they  are  there 
and  they  cannot  be  removed  in  the  interest  of  a  faultless 
order.  Facts  are  stubborn  things;  they  cannot  be  ignored 
nor  altered ;  they  must  be  given,  if  they  can  be  discovered, 
just  as  they  are.  In  brief,  the  art  of  real  history  or 
biography  consists  in  a  coherent  narrative  of  what  actually 
occurred,  with  the  addition  of  necessary  comment  and 
interpretation.  Inference  and  conjecture  are  legitimate, 
but  they  should  be  held  in  restraint. 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

This  is  not  to  say  that  real  and  fictitious  history  do  not 
approach  each  other  at  some  points.  The  Earl  of  Orrery 
lamented  that  Mr.  Fielding,  who  had  described  many 
imaginary  men  and  women,  had  no  leisure  to  depict  with 
a  kindred  art  the  career  of  the  late  Jonathan  Swift.  A  biog¬ 
rapher  who  keeps  his  mind  upon  human  nature  as  it  is  and 
upon  facts  as  he  finds  them,  will  surely  discover  that  the 
outcome,  far  from  being  a  mere  collection  of  events,  more  or 
less  discordant,  will  be  groups  of  events  which  on  reflection 
fall  into  a  connected  series  having  a  beginning  and  an  end 
and  never  quite  breaking  asunder.  In  other  words,  the  inci¬ 
dents  of  real  life  as  well  as  of  fiction  have  their  import  and 
their  logic.  At  length  a  sort  of  natural  plot,  lacking  the 
precision  of  perfect  art,  emerges,  and  at  last  the  man’s 
character  and  achievements  become  reasonably  clear. 

This  history  of  Henry  Fielding  I  began  several  years  ago 
with  only  one  prepossession — a  surmise  which  soon  grew 
into  the  conviction  that  the  author  of  “Tom  Jones”  could 
not  have  been  the  kind  of  man  described  in  innumerable 
books  and  essays.  In  these  volumes  I  have  presented, 
so  far  as  I  could  ascertain  them,  the  details  of  Fielding’s 
career;  I  have  observed  what  was  recorded  for  and  against 
him  by  his  contemporaries ;  and  I  have  tried,  extending  the 
history,  to  thread  the  maze  of  controversy  since  his  death 
over  his  personal  character  and  the  proper  estimate  to  be 
placed  upon  his  books.  Doubtless  positive  errors  have  been 
made  in  the  statement  of  facts ;  doubtless  also,  I  have  some¬ 
times  failed  to  interpret  rightly  such  facts  as  have  been  at 
my  disposal.  All  I  can  hope  is  that  the  story  I  have  told, 
after  being  amended  and  amplified  by  others,  will  in  general 
stand  the  test  which  time  brings  to  history  and  biography 
and  to  all  things.  Inasmuch  as  Fielding  published  in  part 
anonymously,  the  compass  of  his  writings  will  be  enlarged 
here  and  there  by  the  addition  of  new  items;  and  a  few 
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minor  pieces  whose  authenticity  is  now  regarded  as  doubtful 
will  be  definitely  cast  aside  or  definitely  assigned  to  him. 

To  the  shame  of  all  who  write  and  speak  our  mother 
tongue,  no  one  has  yet  brought  together  the  works  of  a 
great  master  who,  like  Shakespeare,  was  careless  of  his 
fame.  Nor  have  the  biographers  given  more  than  casual 
attention  to  anything  beyond  what  a  very  mediocre  jour¬ 
nalist  once  selected  for  them;  all  the  rest,  except  such 
stray  pieces  as  they  happened  to  read  in  the  most  cursory 
manner,  they  have  in  turn  consigned  to  the  land  of  matters 
forgot  because  they  knew  nothing  of  them.  I  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  discover  what  these  secondary  works  are,  to  fix 
their  dates,  and  to  give  some  account  of  them  in  connection 
with  the  half-known  plays  and  the  famous  novels.  These 
rejected  publications  have  been  a  primary  source  of  this 
biography;  they  have  let  light  in  upon  the  long-prevailing 
darkness.  Their  number,  their  scope,  their  character,  make 
absurd  the  dissipated  Fielding  of  tradition;  they  are  a 
monument  to  Fielding’s  energy  and  earnestness,  which  once 
established  time  cannot  remove. 

Probably  most  that  was  printed  about  Fielding  within 
the  period  of  his  lifetime  has  not  escaped  observation.  If 
I  have  not  referred  to  some  things  in  praise  or  censure 
mentioned  by  other  biographers,  if  I  have  left  undisturbed 
in  the  old  newspapers  half  the  scurrility  that  was  heaped 
upon  his  head,  I  have  omitted  nothing  which  if  present 
would  give  the  reader  a  different  impression  of  the  reaction 
of  Fielding’s  work  and  personality  upon  his  contempo¬ 
raries.  No  one  would  care  to  see  reprinted  certain  indecent 
passages  from  the  pens  of  Grub  Street  on  Fielding’s 
physical  infirmities  and  personal  appearance  when  he  was 
worn  down  by  disease.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  Pope,  all  this 
unrestrained  invective  ;was  thrown  against  Fielding  by 
men  who  were  stung  by  his  irony,  or  enraged  by  his  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  law  when  he  presided  over  the  Bow  Street  court 
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as  the  principal  justice  of  the  peace  for  London  and  West¬ 
minster.  With  slight  or  no  change  of  phrase,  these 
venomous  paragraphs  might  be  hurled  at  one  man  as  well 
as  another.  They  hardly  concern  biography ;  they  concern 
more  the  capacity  of  the  English  language  for  vituperation. 
Still,  where  I  have  not  quoted  in  full,  I  have  given  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  worst  that  was  ever  said  of  Fielding  in  order 
that  he  may  be  viewed  on  all  sides.  No  greater  mistake 
could  be  made  than  to  apply  a  reticent  art  to  the  author  of 
“Tom  Jones.” 

Of  the  countless  opinions  that  have  been  passed  upon  the 
man  and  his  novels  since  his  death,  and  of  his  immense  in¬ 
fluence  on  British  and  Continental  fiction,  I  have  given 
fewer  details ;  I  profess  to  have  done  little  more  than  touch 
the  high  places.  The  depth  and  breadth  of  that  influence 
have  not  been  recorded  here ;  nor  all  the  vagaries  of  those 
opinions.  Of  both  influence  and  opinion,  the  reader,  I  dare¬ 
say,  will  have  enough.  It  will  be  seen  that,  despite  all  state¬ 
ments  to  the  contrary,  “the  most  English  of  English 
authors” — “the  untranslatable” — has  been  very  well 
known  in  France,  Holland,  and  Germany  (not  unknown, 
too,  in  Italy,  Spain,  and  Russia),  and  that  the  majority  of 
his  countrymen  who  have  written  of  him  have  at  once  lost 
their  poise  and  judgment,  while  some  of  them  became, 
before  they  finished  their  work,  fit  subjects  for  the  mad¬ 
house.  James  Russell  Lowell  saw  Fielding  most  nearly 
as  he  was. 

It  is  indeed  difficult  for  a  biographer  of  Fielding  to  keep 
a  just  and  even  course.  He  has  no  large  body  of  personal 
correspondence  to  guide  him  and  set  him  right  in  doubtful 
places.  Why  this  is  so  has  long  been  a  matter  for  con¬ 
jecture  or  for  positive  assertion.  It  has  been  said  that 
Fielding’s  correspondence,  supposed  to  have  been  in  the 
keeping  of  his  brother,  was  destroyed  during  the  Gordon 
riots  of  1780,  when  the  Bow  Street  house  of  Sir  John  Field- 
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ing  was  wrecked  and  burned  by  the  mob.  It  has  also  been 
said,  no  authority  or  reason  being  given,  that  Fielding’s 
correspondence  was  destroyed  by  members  of  his  family — 
by  his  widow,  his  brother,  his  sister  or  his  children,  or  later 
descendants,  acting  singly  or  in  concert.  The  first  con¬ 
jecture  would  indeed  account  for  the  loss  of  official  letters 
to  Fielding  while  he  was  a  justice  of  the  peace ;  but  it  would 
not  account  for  the  loss  of  any  letters  written  by  himself 
at  that  time  except  some  addressed  to  his  brother  John. 
The  second  conjecture,  which  probably  had  its  origin  in  the 
insufficiency  of  the  first,  would  account  chiefly  for  the  loss 
of  letters  to  various  members  of  his  household.  Neither 
conjecture  gives  due  weight  to  Fielding’s  career  and  char¬ 
acter  or  to  the  ordinary  ways  in  which  letters  disappear. 

Fielding  led  too  busy  a  life  to  be  a  voluminous  letter- 
writer.  He  lived  so  much  among  his  friends  that  he  had 
less  need  than  some  of  writing  to  them.  And  yet  in  the 
aggregate  he  must  have  been  the  author  of  hundreds  of 
letters.  When  at  Eton,  he  must  have  written  to  his  father 
and  grandmother.  When  in  London,  he  must  have  written 
to  his  friends  at  Bath  and  Salisbury.  There  were  surely 
numerous  letters  to  Allen,  to  Lyttelton,  to  his  sister  Sarah, 
and  to  Charlotte  Cradock.  What  has  become  of  these? 
They  have  simply  gone  the  journey  that  all  letters  go  unless 
some  special  effort  be  made  to  preserve  them.  Many  of 
them  were  read  and  cast  aside  and  so  perished  immediately. 
Others  like  those  to  Charlotte  were  doubtless  kept  for  a 
time  and  then  lost  in  some  hidden  place.  One  of  his  letters, 
said  to  have  been  very  playful  over  a  huge  cake,  long 
reposed,  we  know,  in  the  drawer  of  an  old  bureau  and  after¬ 
wards  fell  into  the  hands  of  someone  who,  desiring  only 
the  bureau,  probably  threw  away  the  letter.  This  is  the 
way  of  the  world. 

Very  likely  scores  of  Fielding’s  personal  letters  were  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Had  he  possessed  the 


xi 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

vanity  of  Sterne,  he  would  have  left  directions  to  Mrs. 
Fielding  where  she  could  have  found  them;  he  would  have 
told  her  to  ask  his  friends  for  them,  to  sell  them  to  his 
publisher,  and  to  drive  as  hard  a  bargain  as  she  could  with 
him.  Or  had  Arthur  Murphy  been  endowed  with  the  in¬ 
stinct  of  a  biographer,  he  would  have  collected  them  and 
published  them  with  the  Works  of  Henry  Fielding,  Esq. 
But  the  man  who  never  sat  for  his  portrait  had  no  vanity, 
and  the  man  who  first  wrote  his  Life  was  without  the  in¬ 
stinct  of  the  biographer.  So,  having  never  been  assembled 
when  they  might  have  been,  Fielding’s  letters  were  exposed 
to  all  the  accidents  of  time  in  town  and  country. 

Preposterous  is  the  assumption  that  members  of  his 
family  gathered  them  in  and  then  burned  them,  just  as  the 
old  spinsters  in  “Cranford”  read  and  cast  into  the  fire  the 
letters  of  the  deceased  rector  and  his  wife.  Without  doubt 
some  of  Fielding’s  letters  were  incinerated  in  the  flames 
kindled  by  Gordon’s  mob  on  an  evening  in  June;  but  they 
could  not  have  composed  the  larger  part  of  them.  At  that 
time  John  Fielding,  broken  in  health,  had  retired  to 
Brompton,  where  he  died  early  in  the  next  September.  Of 
Henry’s  letters  that  have  survived,  three  long  ones  were 
addressed  to  Brother  Jack,  and  two  of  these  were  kept  in 
the  family  for  more  than  a  hundred  and  fifty  years.  How 
is  this  fact  to  be  explained  on  the  theory  of  the  Gordon 
riots  or  wilful  destruction?  But  speculation  or  lament  over 
the  disappearance  of  Fielding’s  letters  cannot  restore 
them.  A  biographer  is  confronted  with  the  cold  fact  that 
most  of  them  are  gone,  and  he  must  see  what  he  can  do 
without  them — what  he  can  do  by  making  the  best  use  of 
those  that  remain  with  the  aid  of  information  to  be  obtained 
elsewhere. 

Here  a  remark  of  Sir  Walter  Scott  is  most  pertinent. 
When  Dr.  Dryasdust  told  him  that  his  projected  “Ivanhoe” 
would  be  a  failure  because  there  was  no  extended  contem- 
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porary  account  of  the  private  life  of  their  remote  Norman 
and  Saxon  ancestors  on  which  to  base  a  modern  narrative, 
the  novelist  replied  that  the  materials  for  his  story,  though 
scattered,  were  nevertheless  abundant,  that  it  would  be  his 
business  to  collect  these  materials,  to  study  them,  to  com¬ 
pare  and  adjust  them ;  in  short,  to  let  his  mind  play  upon 
them  until  they  should  all  he  fused  into  a  consistent  whole. 
These  words  of  Sir  Walter  are  also  true  in  a  large  measure 
when  applied  to  the  problem  of  constructing  a  biography 
of  Fielding.  The  materials,  though  not  abundant,  are 
nearly  adequate,  but  they  are  dispersed  in  a  thousand 
places.  Fielding  was  a  public  character  from  the  time  he 
took  over  the  management  of  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Hay- 
market  down  through  his  political  pamphlets  and  news¬ 
papers  to  his  death  as  a  Bow  Street  justice.  In  his  almost 
continuous  political  and  literary  warfare  we  see  him  as  no¬ 
where  else  in  his  full  prime,  thoroughly  alive,  striking  his 
opponents  right  and  left.  If  we  must  discount  much  that 
his  enemies  said  of  him,  the  fact  remains  that  they  have 
given  to  posterity  the  man  in  action.  The  necessary  cor¬ 
rections  to  the  caricatures  which  they  drew  are  to  be  found 

in  the  casual  remarks  of  his  friends,  in  what  he  said  of  him- 
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self  in  his  periodicals,  pamphlets,  and  prefaces,  and  m  the 
prevailing  characteristics  of  the  man  apparent  in  his  works 
when  they  are  considered  not  singly  but  as  a  whole. 

Moreover,  the  loss  of  his  correspondence  is  not  without 
some  compensations.  Though  we  have  none  of  his  letters 
from  Eton,  we  have  the  later  allusions  to  his  life  there,  and 
we  know  from  an  old  Chancery  suit  what  was  then  occurring 
in  the  family  at  Salisbury  and  East  Stour.  The  verses  ad¬ 
dressed  to  Charlotte  Cradock  are  a  good  substitute  for  the 
love  epistles  he  indited  to  the  charming  girl.  The  preface 
to  the  “ Miscellanies’ ’  sufficiently  describes  his  distress  of 
mind  and  body  when  his  fortunes  were  at  their  lowest  ebb, 
and  “A  Voyage  to  Lisbon”  is  a  true  relation  of  the  last 
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months  of  his  life.  Nor  are  letters  in  Fielding’s  own  hand 
wholly  wanting.  A  majority  of  them  deal  with  matters  of 
business  connected  with  the  Bow  Street  court,  and  for  this 
reason  they  found  their  way  into  safe  archives.  Disap¬ 
pointment  has  often  been  expressed  that  these  official  letters 
do  not  tell  us  much  about  Fielding  himself.  True,  their 
purpose  necessarily  precludes  that  unrestrained  wit  and 
gaiety  for  which  their  author  is  famous ;  but  to  a  biographer 
they  are  of  very  great  value  in  that  they  furnish  clues  to 
Fielding’s  activities  and  enlarge  the  number  of  his  asso¬ 
ciates  and  friends.  They  also  exhibit  two  of  Fielding’s 
prime  qualities:  they  are  all  perfectly  courteous  in  tone, 
and  self  is  always  forgotten  in  favour  of  some  friend  or  the 
public  weal. 

And  if  more  of  Fielding’s  intimate  letters  had  withstood 
the  wreck  of  fortune,  it  is  not  likely  that  they  would  show 
him  other  than  he  appears  in  the  one  to  Lyttelton  and  in  the 
three  to  his  brother  John.  They  would  of  course  give  us 
a  more  complete  portrait,  and  they  would  enable  us  to  dis¬ 
prove  more  easily  the  slanders  of  Richardson  and  other 
enemies.  This  would  be  much,  hut  it  would  be  all.  Not  only 
the  letters  but  such  pieces  of  documentary  evidence  as  we 
have,  apart  from  satire  and  obvious  abuse,  merely  confirm 
what  may  be  read  of  Fielding  in  “A  Voyage  to  Lisbon.” 
This  book,  showing  no  trace  of  a  desire  to  conceal  either 
the  author’s  weaknesses  or  his  virtues — whichever  they 
may  be  called — is  as  frank  and  as  candid  a  piece  of  auto¬ 
biography  as  ever  came  from  any  pen.  Our  knowledge  of 
Fielding  is  of  course  derived  only  in  a  very  small  part  from 
“A  Voyage  to  Lisbon”;  but  where  questions  arise  about 
his  habits  and  character,  that  book  must  always  be  in  a 
biographer’s  mind  to  rectify  what  he  finds  said  of  him  by 
others.  When  Fielding  wrote  the  account  of  his  last 
journey,  it  should  be  remembered,  he  was  not  an  old  man; 
he  was  but  on  the  threshold  of  his  forty-eighth  year. 
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Though  his  heart  and  arteries  were  breaking  under  the 
strain  of  labour,  he  still  attempted  to  order  his  daily  life 
on  the  lines  of  his  former  habits.  He  must  eat,  he  must 
drink,  in  the  ways  he  had  eaten  and  drunken.  His  intellect 
was  still  vigorous  and  his  temper  was  not  soured.  Nor  was 
he  disillusioned.  He  must  have  a  companion  to  talk  to,  he 
must  observe  men  and  things,  he  must  read  and  write,  or 
else  die.  He  was  gentle  towards  women,  he  honoured  and 
admired  them,  and  resented  the  least  indication  of  insult 
towards  them.  He  insisted  upon  all  the  minor  proprieties 
as  well  as  upon  a  due  consideration  of  his  rank  and  learn¬ 
ing;  and  yet  his  mind  was  on  others  more  than  on  him¬ 
self. 

As  Fielding  was  then  he  had  always  been;  only  he  was 
then  less  buoyant  and  less  the  animal  than  in  his  youth. 
Remembering  an  earlier  time,  Lyttelton  once  ,  remarked  to 
the  poet  Beattie:  “Henry  Fielding,  I  assure  you,  had  more 
wit  and  humour  than  all  the  persons  we  have  been  speaking 
of  put  together.”  They  had  been  speaking  of  Pope  and 
Swift,  whom  Lyttelton  had  known  well.  Withal,  Fielding 
lived,  contrary  to  the  usual  opinion,  as  single  and  consistent 
a  life  as  most  men.  We  miss  in  him  the  vagaries  supposed 
to  be  necessary  to  genius.  God,  nature,  and  circumstance 
made  Henry  Fielding  what  he  was.  His  was  a  full-blooded 
youth  and  a  full-blooded  manhood.  Of  this  man  I  have 
written. 

There  are  but  few  words  more  to  say  here.  It  is  always 
a  question  whether  quotations  should  be  reproduced  exactly 
in  the  old  spelling,  capitals,  and  punctuation,  or  whether 
they  should  be  made  to  conform  to  present-day  standards. 
In  a  biography  of  Fielding,  where  many  writers  of  various 
styles  and  periods  are  concerned,  the  easier  way  would  be 
to  modernize  them  all;  but  this  course  would  be  quite  un¬ 
satisfactory  to  readers  who  wish  to  see  the  author  of  “Tom 
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CHAPTER  I 


ANCESTRY  AND  CHILDHOOD 

“  It  is  the  custom  of  all  biographers,  at  their  entrance  into 
their  work,”  said  Fielding  humorously,  “to  step  a  little 
backwards  (as  far,  indeed,  generally  as  they  are  able)  and 
to  trace  up  their  hero,  as  the  ancients  did  the  river  Nile,  till 
an  incapacity  of  proceeding  higher  puts  an  end  to  their 
search.”  So  it  once  was  with  Fielding’s  own  biographers, 
who,  relying  upon  the  genealogists,  traced  his  ancestral 
stream  back  through  six  centuries,  and  then  in  the  darkness 
of  the  Middle  Ages  feigned  a  source  for  it  in  one  of  the  most 
ancient  and  illustrious  houses  in  Europe.  The  family  was 
allied,  it  used  to  he  said,  with  the  gods,  meaning  thereby 
emperors  and  kings.  Who  does  not  recall  that  splendid 
passage  from  Gibbon  quoted  by  Thackeray? — “Our  im¬ 
mortal  Fielding  was  of  a  younger  branch  of  the  Earls  of 
Denbigh,  who  draw  their  origin  from  the  Counts  of  Haps- 
burg,  the  lineal  descendants  of  Ethico  in  the  seventh 
century,  Duke  of  Alsace.  Far  different  have  been  the 
fortunes  of  the  English  and  German  divisions  of  the  family 
of  Hapsburg.  The  former,  the  Knights  and  Sheriffs  of 
Leicestershire,  have  slowly  risen  to  the  dignity  of  a 
peerage;  the  latter,  the  Emperors  of  Germany  and  Kings 
of  Spain,  have  threatened  the  liberty  of  the  old,  and  invaded 
the  treasures  of  the  new  world.  The  successors  of  Charles 
the  Fifth  may  disdain  their  humble  brethren  of  England, 
but  the  romance  of  ‘Tom  Jones,’  that  exquisite  picture  of 
human  manners,  will  outlive  the  palace  of  the  Escurial, 
and  the  Imperial  Eagle  of  the  House  of  Austria.  ’  ’ 
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These  Hapsburgs  whence  the  Fieldings  have  been  derived, 
take  their  name  from  the  old  castle  of  Hapsburg  on  the 
river  Aar  in  the  Swiss  canton  of  Aargan,  which  once  formed 
a  part  of  their  extensive  possessions  in  Switzerland  and  the 
Rhine  valley.  The  Fieldings,  it  was  usually  claimed, 
descended  from  the  younger  branch  of  the  family,  whose 
seat  at  the  beginning  of  the  thirteenth  century  was  Laufen- 
burg  or  “the  Castle  of  the  Rapids,”  on  the  Rhine  to  the 
east  of  Basel.  To  the  domains  of  this  younger  branch  the 
Fielding  genealogists  have  added  Rheinfelden,  lying  mid¬ 
way  between  Basel  and  Laufenburg.  According  to  the 
story,  “Geoffrey,  Count  of  Hapsburg,  Laufenburg  and 
Rheinfelden,”  was  impoverished  by  his  cousin  Rudolph, 
who  afterwards  ascended  the  German  throne.  His  terri¬ 
tory,  it  is  said,  was  overrun  by  the  bands  of  this  cousin 
and  his  lands  were  mostly  wrested  from  him.  In  these  hard 
circumstances,  Geoffrey  sent  his  son  and  heir,  likewise 
named  Geoffrey,  over  to  England  to  retrieve  the  fortunes 
of  his  family  in  the  service  of  Henry  the  Third.  While  in 
England,  this  Geoffrey  married  Maud  de  Colville  without 
the  consent  of  his  family  and  was  forthwith  disinherited 
for  it  by  the  old  Count  on  the  Rhine.  Thus  forced  to  settle 
in  England,  Geoffrey  assumed  the  name  of  Felden  ( anglice 
Felding,  Feilding,  or  Fielding)  in  memory  of  Rheinfelden. 
His  eldest  son,  another  Geoffrey,  tried  in  vain  to  recover 
the  estates  of  his  grandfather,  which  had  then  fallen  into 
the  hands  of  Rudolph  of  Germany.  He  married  Agnes  de 
Napton;  and  with  him  was  established  the  long  line  of 
Fieldings  as  an  offshoot  of  those  Hapsburgs  who  later 
became  German  kings  and  Austrian  emperors. 

Such  in  brief  is  the  romantic  story,  so  complete  in  all 
essential  details  that  it  was  long  held  as  true  history, 
doubtless  by  Henry  Fielding  himself  as  well  as  by  others, 
including  the  great  Gibbon.  The  legend  is  now  thoroughly 
discredited.  Twenty-odd  years  ago  all  the  deeds,  charters, 
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and  pedigrees  on  which  the  Fieldings  based  their  claims 
to  Hapsbnrg  blood  were  found  to  be  unmistakable  forgeries 
concocted  for  the  family  in  the  seventeenth  century  after  it 
bad  been  raised  to  the  peerage.*  The  Count  Geoffrey,  it 
has  been  shown,  to  whom  the  Fieldings  linked  their  line, 
bad  no  connection  whatever  with  Rheinfelden.  He  was 
merely  Count  or  Lord  of  Laufenburg,  which  he  held  from 
the  neighbouring  abbey  of  Sackingen ;  and  he  was  so  styled 
in  his  own  time.  Rheinfelden  was  clearly  included  in  the 
titles  of  the  Count  of  Laufenburg  by  the  forgers,  who  were 
unaware  that  the  castle  and  the  lands  did  not  then  belong 
to  the  Hapsburgs,  in  order  that  they  might  derive  the 
name  Fielding  from  the  German  felden.  This  was  a  neat 
and  necessary  detail.  Unfortunately,  however,  for  the 
derivation,  felden,  as  well  as  its  dialectic  variations  in  ing, 
is  also  a  good  old  English  word,  meaning,  when  applied  to 
a  man,  one  living  or  labouring  in  the  field.  All  this  points 
to  the  Fieldings  as  being  in  origin  not  Hapsburgs  but  plain 
English  yeomen  or  small  landowners.  From  early  times 
their  arms  bore  as  crest  a  nuthatch  pecking  at  a  fructed 
hazel  bough,  with  the  motto  beneath:  Virtutis  praemium 
honor. 

As  in  the  case  of  Shakespeare,  the  family  in  early  times 
spelled  their  name  variously.  But  after  obtaining  the 
earldom  of  Denbigh  in  the  seventeenth  century,  the  main 
line  agreed  mostly  though  not  completely  on  Feilding,  while 
the  younger  line,  to  which  the  novelist  belonged,  retained 
the  more  common  Fielding,  though  there  were  very  many 
exceptions  to  this  practice.  Concerning  the  correct  form 
of  the  name,  tradition  records  an  amusing  conversation 
between  Henry  Fielding  and  the  Earl  of  Denbigh  of  his 

*  For  the  spurious  genealogy,  see  Collins’s  “Peerage  of  England,’’  as 
revised  by  Sir  Egerton  Bridges,  1812,  III,  265;  for  the  story  of  the  forgeries, 
“Our  English  Hapsburgs”  by  J.  H.  Bound  in  “The  Genealogist,”  1894,  New 
Series,  X,  193. 
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time.  “Why  is  it,  Harry,”  inquired  the  Earl,  “that  you 
put  the  i  before  the  e,  writing  it  Fielding ,  while  we  put  the 
e  before  the  i,  writing  it  Feilding f”  “I  cannot  tell,  my 
Lord,”  replied  the  humorist,  “except  it  be  that  my  branch 
of  the  family  were  the  first  that  knew  how  to  spell.”*  It 
was,  if  true,  a  bold  jest,  implying  that  the  Earl  possessed 
the  titles  and  the  wealth  but  not  the  brains  of  the  family. 

Though  the  Hapsburg  descent  once  claimed  for  the 
Fieldings  (we  shall  spell  the  name  this  way)  must  he 
abandoned,  the  family  is  nevertheless  among  the  most 
ancient  and  honourable  in  the  English  peerage;  and  the 
story  of  its  rise  to  large  estates  and  many  dignities  until  it 
became  the  source  of  a  novelist  of  the  first  rank  is  still 
interesting  without  the  glamour  of  legend.  The  family 
apparently  emerged  from  the  yeomanry  in  the  time  of 
Edward  the  Third  with  that  Geoffrey  Fielding  who  married 
Agnes,  daughter  and  heir  of  John  de  Napton,  and  acquired 
thereby  Misterton,  a  manor  near  Lutterworth  in  southern 
Leicestershire.  Their  son  William  married  a  grand¬ 
daughter  and  heir  of  Robert  de  Newnham  and  thus  came 
into  possession  of  the  large  manor  of  Newnham  Paddox, 
just  over  the  border  in  Warwickshire.  Ever  since  those 
days  Newnham,  as  old  as  the  Doomsday  Book,  has  remained 
the  chief  seat  of  the  family,  which  in  subsequent  centuries 
included  many  knights  and  sheriffs  of  Leicestershire  and 
Warwickshire. 

In  the  next  generation,  for  example,  John  Fielding,  it  is 
said,  served  in  the  French  wars  and  was  knighted  for  his 
bravery.  His  son  William  took  part  in  the  War  of  the 
Roses,  fighting  on  the  side  of  the  Lancastrians,  and  was 
slain  at  Tewkesbury.  By  his  marriage,  it  is  alleged,  into 
the  younger  branch  of  the  family  of  St.  Liz,  he  allied  himself 
with  the  Earls  of  Northampton  and  Huntingdon,  and 

*  John  Nichols,  “Literary  Anecdotes  of  the  Eighteenth  Century,”  1812 
III,  384. 
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incidentally  added  to  his  estates  the  lordship  of  two  or 
more  manors,  including  Martinsthorpe  in  Rutland.  In  turn 
his  son  Everard,  twice  sheriff  of  the  counties  of  Warwick 
and  Leicester,  held  a  command  in  the  army  of  Edward  the 
Fourth  at  the  battle  of  Stoke,  and  was  subsequently  created, 
under  Henry  the  Seventh,  a  Knight  of  the  Bath.  During 
the  reigns  of  the  Tudors,  one  Fielding  after  another 
increased  the  family  estates  by  fortunate  marriages  among 
the  landed  gentry  and  wealthy  merchants.  Besides  being 
almost  invariably  sheriffs,  they  occasionally  appear  in  the 
immediate  service  of  their  sovereigns. 

This  succession  of  Fieldings  is  rather  shadowy.  In  all 
likelihood  their  importance  has  been  exaggerated  by  the 
genealogists,  and  certainly  knighthood  has  been  too  often 
conferred  upon  them  as  an  adornment  to  their  names  in  the 
family  pedigree.  The  story,  barring  details,  must  he, 
however,  essentially  true,  for  it  is  hut  typical  of  the  rise 
of  all  great  English  families  from  the  yeomanry  and 
perhaps  earlier  servitude  to  the  dignity  of  squires  and 
country  gentlemen.  The  next  step  in  the  rise  is  to  an 
earldom.  Here  we  reach  authentic  history  and  men  and 
women  whose  personal  characteristics  we  may  know.* 

The  earldom  came  to  the  family  by  a  happy  marriage. 
At  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of  James  the  First,  the  head 
of  the  house  was  William  Fielding,  a  young  man  recently 
graduated  at  Oxford  and  soon  to  be  knighted  by  the  King. 
He  married  Susan,  daughter  of  Sir  George  Villiers  of 

*  For  the  Fieldings  of  the  seventeenth  century,  see  the  Earls  of  Denbigh  in 
Burke’s  “Peerage”;  S.  R.  Gardiner,  “History  of  the  Great  Civil  War,” 
London,  1886-1891,  and  “History  of  the  Commonwealth  and  Protectorate,” 
London'  1894-1903;  Clarendon,  “History  of  the  Rebellion,”  Oxford,  1888; 
Ludlow,  “Memoirs,”  edited  by  C.  H.  Firth,  Oxford,  1894;  C.  Dalton,  Eng¬ 
lish  Army  Lists  and  Commission  Registers,”  from  1661  to  1707,  London,  1892- 
1902;  and  various  Reports  of  the  Historical  Manuscripts  Commission,  espe¬ 
cially  the  Fourth  (1874),  the  Sixth  (1877-1878),  the  Seventh  (1879),  and  the 
Eighth  Report  (1881),  together  with  “Report  on  the  Manuscripts  of  the  Earl 
of  Denbigh”  (1911). 
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Brooksby  Hall,  Leicestershire,  and  settled  as  a  4 ‘plain 
country  gentleman”  at  Newnham  Paddox.  His  wife’s 
brother,  then  nothing  but  a  boy,  afterwards  became  the 
King’s  favourite,  none  other  than  the  powerful  Duke  of 
Buckingham  whom  the  world  knows.  No  sooner  did  the 
Duke  obtain  his  own  titles  than  he  began,  as  dispenser  of 
the  King’s  grace,  to  bestow  similar  ones  upon  his  family 
and  friends.  Sir  William  Fielding  was  created  in  succes¬ 
sion  Baron  of  Newnham  Paddox,  Viscount  Fielding  (1620), 
and  Earl  of  Denbigh  (1622).  He  likewise  became  in  suc¬ 
cession  deputy-master  and  master  of  his  Majesty’s  great 
wardrobe.  As  a  follower  of  Buckingham,  the  Earl  was  also 
appointed  to  various  commands  in  the  army  and  the  navy, 
but  he  was  found  rather  inefficient.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Countess  possessed  in  a  measure  the  talent  and  brilliancy  of 
her  brother.  Their  eldest  son,  Basil  Fielding,  educated  at 
Emmanuel  College,  Cambridge,  wras  taken  into  the  house¬ 
hold  of  Buckingham,  to  whom  he  became  most  closely  at¬ 
tached  in  love  and  devotion,  offering  on  one  occasion  to 
shield  the  Duke  from  threatened  assassination  by  disguising 
himself  at  the  risk  of  his  own  life  in  Buckingham’s  great 
cloak  and  hat.  But  the  Duke  would  not  permit  this  sac¬ 
rifice  ;  for  he  valued,  he  said,  his  nephew’s  life  far  more  than 
his  own.* 

After  the  death  of  Buckingham,  who  in  due  time  had  a 
knife  put  through  his  heart,  the  Fieldings  still  retained  the 
favour  of  the  King.  The  Earl  made  a  semi-official  journey 
to  the  East  and  then  retired  to  the  family  seat.  Basil,  who 
in  the  meantime  had  been  summoned  to  the  House  of  Lords 
as  Baron  Fielding,  fought  in  the  Low  Countries,  travelled 
and  studied  in  Germany,  and  was  subsequently  sent  as 
Ambassador  Extraordinary  to  the  Republic  of  Venice 
(1634-1639).  But  on  the  outbreak  of  the  great  Civil  War, 
the  house  of  Denbigh  became  divided  against  itself.  The 

*  Sir  Henry  Wotton,  “Reliquiae  Wottonianae, ’ ’  London,  1651,  p.  110. 
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Earl  went  with  the  King;  and  though  well  advanced  in 
years,  served  bravely  as  a  volunteer  in  the  horse  of  Prince 
Rupert.  Basil,  against  whom  hostility  had  arisen  at  the 
English  Court  during  his  last  years  at  Venice,  being  prac¬ 
tically,  though  indirectly,  dismissed  from  his  post  for 
reasons  not  now  very  clear,  turned  against  the  King,  raised 
a  troop  of  horse,  and  accepted  a  command  under  the  Earl 
of  Essex.  It  thus  happened  that  father  and  son  fought  on 
opposite  sides  at  Edgehill,  the  father  under  Prince  Rupert 
and  the  son  in  command  of  the  right  wing  of  the  Parlia¬ 
mentary  forces.  Thereafter  events  moved  rapidly.  The 
aged  Earl  died  of  many  wounds  received  in  the  capture  of 
Birmingham  (April,  1643).  A  few  weeks  later  his  son 
Richard,  senior  colonel  of  the  King’s  garrison  at  Reading, 
surrendered  the  town  to  Essex  on  conditions  so  favourable 
to  Parliament  that  he  was  brought  before  a  court-martial 
at  Oxford  and  sentenced  to  death  as  a  traitor.  ‘  ‘  Twice  he 
mounted  the  scaffold,  and  twice  he  was  withdrawn;  the 
second  time  at  the  pleading  of  the  young  Prince  of  Wales” 
with  the  King.  Heart-broken  over  the  disaffection  of  Basil 
and  the  suspicions  against  Richard,  the  Countess  of  Den¬ 
bigh,  at  that  time  with  the  Queen  as  first  lady  of  her 
Majesty’s  bedchamber,  poured  forth  her  deep  grief  in 
touching  letters  to  her  eldest  son,  imploring  him  to  return 
to  the  King.  On  the  death  of  her  husband,  she  wrote  most 
pathetically:  “I  beg  of  you,  my  first  born,  to  give  me  the 
comfort  of  that  son  I  do  so  dearly  love,  that  satisfaction 
which  you  owe  me  now,  which  is  to  leave  those  that  mur¬ 
dered  your  dear  father.  ...  0  my  dear  Jesus,  put  it  into 
my  dear  son’s  heart  to  leave  that  merciless  company  that 
was  the  death  of  his  father,  for  now  I  think  of  it  with 
horror,  before  with  sorrow.  Now  is  the  time  that  God 
and  nature  claims  it  from  you.  .  .  .  The  last  words  your 
dear  father  spoke  of  you  were  to  desire  God  to  forgive  you 
and  to  touch  your  heart.  Let  your  dying  father  and 
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unfortunate  mother  make  your  heart  relent;  let  my  great 
sorrow  receive  some  comfort.  If  I  receive  joy,  you  shall 
receive  blessing  and  honour.”* 

But  Basil,  now  second  Earl  of  Denbigh  by  the  death  of 
his  father,  had  committed  himself  too  far  to  the  Parlia¬ 
mentary  cause  for  retreat,  though  he  felt  indeed  some  prick 
of  conscience  for  his  disloyalty  to  the  King.  At  the  very 
time  his  mother  was  pleading  with  him  to  break  with  his 
Majesty’s  enemies,  he  was  appointed  commander-in-chief 
of  the  Parliamentary  forces  in  the  midland  and  western 
counties,  and  during  the  next  year  (1644)  captured  several 
Royalist  strongholds,  receiving  therefor  the  formal  thanks 
of  Parliament.  A  few  weeks  later  the  sorrowful  Countess 
went  into  exile  with  the  Queen.  While  in  Paris,  she 
befriended  the  poet  Crashaw,  living  there  in  great  distress, 
who  addressed  two  poems  to  her,  urging  that  she  “render 
herself  without  further  delay  into  the  communion  of  the 
Catholic  Church”;  and  afterwards,  as  he  lay  dying,  re¬ 
quested  that  his  volume  of  “Sacred  Poems”  be  dedicated 
to  her  “in  hearty  acknowledgement  of  his  immortal 
obligation  to  her  goodness  and  charity.” 

Meanwhile,  on  the  passage  of  the  Self-Denying  Ordinance 
(1645),  Denbigh  followed  Essex  in  laying  down  his  com¬ 
mand,  and  was  subsequently  employed  by  Parliament  in 
the  final  overtures  to  King  Charles.  When  these  negotia¬ 
tions  failed  and  the  first  ordinance  for  the  King’s  trial 
reached  the  House  of  Lords  with  Denbigh’s  name  inserted 
by  the  Commons  in  the  list  of  the  Commissioners  forming 
the  court  before  which  the  King  was  to  be  brought,  the  Earl 
spoke  with  intense  emotion  against  the  measure,  vowing 
that  “he  would  choose  to  be  torn  to  pieces  rather  than  have 
any  share  in  so  infamous  a  business.”  After  the  execution 
of  Charles,  the  Earl  nevertheless  became  a  member  of  the 
first  two  Councils  of  State  under  the  Commonwealth;  but 

*  “Historical  MSS.  Commission.  Fourth  Report,”  p.  260. 
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later  rendered  only  cool  support  to  the  Protectorate,  and 
was  among  the  first  to  greet  Charles  the  Second  on  his 
return  to  England.  Going  into  retirement,  the  Earl  put 
forth,  during  his  last  years,  formal  claims  to  descent  from 
the  Hapsburgs,  and  introduced  into  his  arms,  in  place  of  the 
old  nuthatch,  the  imperial  eagle  of  the  House  of  Austria. 

This  second  Earl  of  Denbigh  had  also  a  brother  George, 
born  in  1616,  from  whom  Henry  Fielding  the  novelist 
directly  descended.  When  the  Duke  of  Buckingham  was 
ennobling  the  family,  he  did  not  forget  George,  the  second 
surviving  son  of  his  sister,  who,  though  a  mere  boy,  was 
elevated  in  1622  to  the  Irish  peerage  as  Baron  Fielding  of 
Lecaghe,  Viscount  Callan,  with  the  provision  that  he  should 
become  Earl  of  Desmond  on  the  death  of  Sir  Richard 
Preston,  who  then  held  the  title.  In  1628  Sir  Richard  was 
drowned  at  sea,  and  the  youngster  duly  succeeded  him  in 
the  Irish  earldom.  On  the  coronation  of  Charles  the  First, 
George  was  made  a  Knight  of  the  Bath,  and  at  a  tournament 
four  years  later  was  one  of  the  tilters  before  the  King. 
While  yet  in  his  teens,  the  family  married  him  to  Bridget, 
daughter  and  coheir  of  Sir  Michael  Stanhope  of  Sudbury 
in  Suffolk.  Leaving  his  wife  under  the  care  of  his  mother 
and  the  old  Countess  of  Buckingham,  he  set  out  on  his 
travels  in  France  and  Italy.  He  was  for  a  time  with  his 
brother  Basil  at  Paris  and  Turin,  and  for  six  months 
attended  an  academy  at  Paris  for  perfecting  himself  in 
knightly  exercises.  His  wife  was  clearly  annoyed,  to  say 
the  least,  at  the  long  absences  of  her  husband,  for  in  1635 
she  brought  suit  against  him  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
his  “insufficiency  to  please  a  reasonable  woman.”  The 
boy  met  the  charge  with  a  jest,  saying,  in  a  letter  to  Basil, 
that  he  had  heard  of  few  Fieldings  against  whom  such  a 
charge  could  be  established.* 

*  ‘  ‘  Historical  MSS.  Commission.  Report  on  the  Manuscripts  of  the  Earl  of 
Denbigh,”  p.  14. 
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In  the  case  of  George  the  charge  was  certainly  not  estab¬ 
lished  ;  for  subsequent  to  this  misunderstanding,  there  were 
born  of  the  marriage  five  sons  and  three  daughters. 
During  the  Civil  War  the  Earl  of  Desmond  sided  with  the 
King,  and  after  the  Restoration  took  his  seat  in  the  Irish 
Parliament.  At  his  death  in  1665,  his  titles  descended  to 
his  eldest  son,  William,  “a  very  good  and  hopeful  young 
man”  and  then  “captain  of  a  troop  of  horse  in  Ireland.” 
His  uncle  Basil  dying  without  issue  in  1675,  William  also 
succeeded  to  his  titles,  thus  becoming  the  third  Earl  of 
Denbigh  as  well  as  the  second  Earl  of  Desmond  in  the  new 
line.  George,  the  second  son  of  the  first  Earl  of  Desmond, 
married  an  heiress  in  Suffolk,  the  daughter  of  Sir  John 
Lee  of  Lawshall;  and  the  third  son,  Sir  Charles  Fielding, 
had  a  distinguished  career  as  an  officer  in  the  army,  military 
governor,  and  member  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Ireland. 
About  the  fourth  son,  named  Basil  from  his  uncle,  Pepvs, 
writing  in  his  “Diary”  under  date  of  May  9,  1667,  tells 
a  pretty  story  were  it  not  so  tragic.  Basil,  a  mere  stripling 
in  the  household  of  “my  Lady  Sandwich,”  fell  into  a 
quarrel  with  one  of  his  brothers  (both  being  drunk)  at  a 
London  tavern  called  the  Three  Tuns,  and  was  killed  before 
the  fracas  was  over.  Pepys,  who  used  to  dine  at  the  Three 
Tuns,  went  there  to  see  the  corpse  and  was  present  at  the 
trial  of  the  nameless  brother  when  convicted  of  murder  and 
sent  to  Newgate.  There  was  probably  no  punishment  for 
the  crime  beyond  a  brief  imprisonment. 

The  youngest  brother  of  these  boys  was  John  Fielding, 
the  grandfather  of  the  novelist.  As  he  was  not  born  until 
1650,  he  was  rather  young  to  be  the  brother  who  killed 
Basil  in  the  tavern  brawl.  Nor  is  it  probable  that  William 
was  guilty  of  this  rash  act,  for  we  find  him  a  few  months 
later  in  the  North  with  the  army.  The  Cain  of  the  family 
appears  to  have  been  Charles,  then  twenty-two  years  old. 
John  Fielding,  evidently  of  quieter  temperament  than  his 
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military  brothers,  studied  at  Cambridge,  where,  in  1671,  be 
proceeded  directly  to  the  degree  of  Master  of  Arts  without 
taking  a  Bachelor’s  degree — a  privilege  once  accorded  to 
the  sons  of  noblemen.  Then  or  somewhat  later,  he  was 
also  elected  a  Fellow  of  Queens’  College,  Cambridge. 
Entering  the  Church,  his  rise  was  rapid,  though  he  never 
reached  the  highest  dignities.  His  first  appointment  was 
to  Piddletown,  an  extensive  parish  five  miles  northeast  of 
Dorchester.  When  Benjamin  Woodroffe,  afterwards  Prin¬ 
cipal  of  Gloucester  Hall,  Oxford,  obtained  this  vicarage 
in  1673,  through  the  favour  of  the  Earl  of  Huntingdon,  he 
chose  John  Fielding  as  his  curate;  and  two  years  later 
resigned  the  living,  valued  at  £120  a  year,  to  the  young  man. 
John  Fielding,  it  is  said,  subsequently  held  the  vicarage 
of  Codgrave  in  Nottinghamshire,  but  there  is  no  evidence 
of  his  ever  residing  there.  In  1677,  he  was  appointed 
Prebendary  of  Yatesbury  and  Canon  Residentiary  in  Salis¬ 
bury  Cathedral.  The  next  year  he  was  permitted  to  ex¬ 
change  Yatesbury  for  Beaminster ;  and  in  1682  for  Gilling¬ 
ham  major,  then  one  of  the  richest  stalls  in  the  Cathedral. 
The  prebend  of  Gillingham  included  lands  at  Motcombe, 
and  East  and  West  Stour,  places  since  intimately  associated 
with  Henry  Fielding’s  life  in  the  country.  A  few  months 
afterwards  (March  25,  1683),  John  Fielding  was  raised  to 
the  Archdeaconry  of  Dorset,  then  in  the  diocese  of  Bristol. 
He  apparently  tried  for  further  honours ;  for  at  this  time 
the  Bishop  of  Salisbury  was  recommending  him  to  the 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury  “as  a  very  good  man  and  an 
honour  to  the  Church,  deserving  your  Grace’s  favour  and 
his  Majesty’s  promotion.”  If  he  was  striving  for  a  bish¬ 
opric,  he  missed  it. 

As  Archdeacon  of  Dorset,  John  Fielding  proved  himself 
most  efficient  in  his  office.  Near  the  time  of  his  first  visita¬ 
tion,  he  published  in  1683  a  little  book  called  “Articles  to 
be  Ministered,  Enquired  of,  and  Answered,  concerning 
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Matters  Ecclesiastical” — for  the  guidance  of  church¬ 
wardens  in  the  well-ordering  of  their  parishes.  He  came 
into  especial  prominence  in  1687,  when  James  the  Second 
issued  his  first  Declaration  of  Indulgence  suspending  the 
laws  against  Roman  Catholics  and  Dissenters.  His  bishop, 
Sir  Jonathan  Trelawny,  ordered  him  to  summon  his  clergy 
to  sign  an  address  to  the  King  in  favour  of  the  Declaration ; 
but  the  Archdeacon  at  first  stoutly  refused,  and  afterwards 
obeyed  the  order  only  on  the  most  peremptory  command, 
perhaps  only  after  learning  that  Trelawny  wished  the 
clergy  assembled  that  they  might  be  persuaded  not  to  sign 
the  address.  Very  few  of  them  signed  it.  Trelawny  was 
one  of  the  Seven  Bishops  brought  to  trial  the  next  year  on 
a  charge  of  seditious  libel  for  presenting  to  King  James 
a  petition  against  the  second  Declaration  of  Indulgence. 
On  the  accession  of  William  and  Mary,  Trelawny  was  trans¬ 
lated  to  the  See  of  Exeter;  and  John  Fielding  was  enrolled 
among  his  Majesty’s  chaplains,  with  a  Sunday  in  February 
assigned  to  him  for  preaching  in  the  royal  chapel.  In 
October,  1689,  he  accompanied  King  William  on  a  visit  to 
Cambridge,  where  he  received,  while  a  conduit  was  made 
to  run  wine  instead  of  water  in  honour  of  his  Majesty’s 
presence,  the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Divinity.  The  eccle¬ 
siastic’s  career,  however,  was  cut  short  by  death,  which 
came  to  him  early  in  1698,  before  he  had  reached  the  age 
of  fifty.  So  it  was  to  happen  in  the  case  of  his  famous 
grandson. 

Two  places  are  especially  connected  with  the  life  of  John 
Fielding.  They  are  Salisbury  and  Piddletown,  of  which 
the  latter  has  been  strangely  overlooked  by  the  biogra¬ 
phers.  As  Canon  Residentiary  of  Salisbury,  he  lived  at 
the  Canonry  in  the  southwest  Cathedral  Close.  The  house 
has  since  been  rebuilt  upon  the  old  foundations  and  is  now 
occupied  by  the  Archdeacon  of  the  diocese.  His  prede¬ 
cessor,  it  is  worth  while  to  observe,  was  William  Lloyd, 
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one  of  the  Seven  Bishops  ;  and  his  successor  was  Isaac 
Walton,  a  son  of  the  angler.  When  a  young  man,  John 
Fielding  married  Bridget,  daughter  of  Scipio  Cockayne 
(or  Cokayne),  a  Somerset  squire,  related  to  an  old  family 
which  had  its  chief  seat  at  Ashbourne  in  Derbyshire. 
Scipio  Cockayne  was  thus  a  distant  cousin  of  Sir  Aston 
Cokayne,  the  poet  and  dramatist,  whose  works  are  described 
on  their  title-pages  as  more  “excellent”  than  they  really 
are.  His  direct  descent,  however,  was  from  a  branch  of 
the  family  then  established  at  Cockayne  Hatley  in  Bed¬ 
fordshire.  Sometime  after  his  marriage,  John  Fielding 
settled  at  Piddletown,  where  were  born  and  baptized,  as 
the  parish  register  shows,  several  of  his  many  children — 
Bridget,  Dorothy,  Edmund,  and  William.  The  family 
histories  mention  another  daughter,  Elizabeth,  and  two 
other  sons,  John  and  George,  all  of  whom  were  born  earlier. 
John,  the  eldest  son,  became  secretary  to  the  first  Duke 
of  Portland,  and  Captain-General  and  Governor  of  Jamaica, 
where  he  died  in  1725.  George,  the  second  son,  became 
Lieutenant-Colonel  of  the  Royal  Regiment  of  Blues,  and 
groom  of  the  bedchamber  to  Queen  Anne  and  George  the 
First.  Dying  in  1738,  he  lies  buried  in  St.  George’s 
Chapel,  Windsor.  Edmund,  the  third  son,  born  on  January 
20,  1680,  was  the  father  of  Henry  Fielding.* 

*  The  main  sources  for  this  account  of  John  Fielding  are  J.  Nichols, 
“History  and  Antiquities  of  Leicester,”  1807;  J.  Hutchins,  “History  and 
Antiquities  of  Dorset,”  1861-1873;  E.  Chamberlayne,  “Angliae  Notitia,” 
1694;  “Life  and  Times  of  Anthony  Wood,”  edited  by  A.  Clark,  1891-1900; 
Collins’s  “Peerage,”  1812;  J.  Le  Neve,  “Fasti  Ecclesiae  Anglicanae,”  1854; 
H.  E.  Luard,  “Graduati  Cantabrigienses,  ”  1873;  Anthony  Wood,  “Athenae 
Oxonienses, ”  edited  by  Bliss,  1813-1820;  W.  II.  Jones,  “Fasti  Ecclesiae 
Sarisberiensis, ”  1879;  “First  Eeport”  of  the  Historical  MSS.  Commission, 
1870;  “Cockayne  Memoranda,”  giving  the  pedigree  of  Scipio  Cockayne,  in 
the  British  Museum;  transcripts  of  the  diocesan  records  at  Salisbury  and  of 
the  parish  register  of  Piddletown,  made  in  1911.  According  to  the  old  style, 
Edmund  Fielding  was  born  on  Jan.  20,  1679.  Of  John  Fielding’s  other  children 
the  parish  register  of  Piddletown  gives  the  following  baptisms:  Bridgett,  June 
26,  1675;  Dorothy,  Dec.  20,  1677;  and  William,  Sept.  1  (or  5),  1685. 
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Edmund  Fielding  followed  the  military  traditions  of  his 
family.  Towards  the  close  of  the  seventeenth  century  there 
was  scarcely  an  English  regiment  without  a  Fielding — a 
brother,  a  cousin,  or  an  uncle — among  the  officers.  Before 
Edmund  was  seventeen  years  old,  the  family  obtained  for 
him  an  ensigncy  in  the  First  Regiment  of  Foot  Guards, 
which  under  Lord  George  Hamilton  greatly  distinguished 
itself  in  the  capture  of  Liege.  At  the  close  of  this  campaign 
in  the  autumn  of  1702,  the  ensign,  having  doubtless  served 
as  a  lieutenant,  became  a  captain  in  the  Queen’s  Regiment 
of  Foot,  then  commanded  by  Colonel  Webb,  and  forming 
a  part  of  the  army  with  which  the  Duke  of  Marlborough 
subdued  the  Netherlands  and  invaded  Germany.  Webb, 
who  was  soon  promoted  for  his  gallantry,  is  the  brave  and 
handsome  Brigadier-General  to  whom  Thackeray  detailed 
Henry  Esmond  as  aide-de-camp,  though  he  failed  to  give 
us  a  scene  between  Esmond  and  the  father  of  the  man  who 
wrote  “Tom  Jones.”  Captain  Fielding’s  name  appears, 
in  the  summer  of  1704,  among  the  officers  who  led  their  men 
in  Webb’s  terrific  attack  upon  the  French  at  Blenheim, 
chasing  them  from  the  field  and  capturing  their  commander. 
For  his  part  in  the  exploit,  he  received  along  with  other 
captains  of  his  regiment  a  bounty  of  thirty  pounds.  In  1705, 
perhaps  after  Webb’s  victory  at  Helixem  in  July,  Edmund 
Fielding  returned  to  England;  for  he  was  appointed  on 
April  12,  1706,  major  of  Lord  Tunbridge’s  Regiment  of 
Foot,  which  was  sent  to  Ireland.  Three  years  later,  he 
succeeded  Colonel  Brazier  in  command  of  a  regiment  raised 
for  service  in  the  Spanish  peninsula.  He  may  have  fought 
at  Malplaquet;  but  if  his  regiment  ever  went  to  Spain,  he 
did  not  go  with  it.  Nor  was  he  always  during  this  period 
in  active  service.  In  1711,  his  regiment  was  reduced  and 
the  next  year  its  officers  were  placed  on  half  pay.* 

*  For  Edmund  Fielding’s  early  military  career,  see  especially  C.  Dalton, 
“English  Army  Lists  and  Commission  Registers, ’ ’  index  to  vol.  V;  R.  Cannon, 
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Subsequent  to  the  battle  of  Blenheim,  without  doubt  in 
1706,  Edmund  Fielding  married  Sarah,  daughter  of  Sir 
Henry  Gould,  a  judge  of  the  Queen’s  Bench,  who  had  been 
knighted  in  1694.  Her  mother  was  formerly  Sarah 
Davidge  of  Dorchester.  There  were  at  least  three  children 
born  into  the  Gould  family — Davidge,  who  succeeded  to  the 
estates,  Katherine,  who,  dying  in  childhood,  was  buried  on 
November  24,  1681,  and  Sarah,  who  was  baptized  on 
December  28,  1682.*  Sarah  was  thus  nearly  three  years 
younger  than  her  husband.  Her  marriage  to  Edmund 
Fielding,  it  was  afterwards  alleged  by  the  mother,  was 
without  the  consent  of  the  bride’s  parents;  that  is,  it  was 
probably  a  runaway  match.  But,  as  usually  happens  in 
romances  of  this  kind,  the  son-in-law  duly  made  peace  with 
his  wife’s  family.  By  a  will  executed  March  8,  1706  (or 
1707  according  to  the  new  style),  Sir  Henry  gave  and 
devised  to  his  son  Davidge  Gould  and  William  Day  of 
London  three  thousand  pounds  in  trust  for  the  sole  use  of 
his  daughter  during  her  lifetime  and  for  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  her  children  in  case  of  her  death.  The 
fund  was  to  be  placed  at  interest  until  it  could  be  employed 
in  “a  fitting  purchase  either  of .  a  church  or  college  lease 
or  of  lands  of  inheritance.  ’  ’f  Distrustful  of  his  son-in-law, 
the  old  judge  directed  that  “the  interest  and  profits  of  the 
estate”  should  be  paid  to  his  daughter  herself  and  that 
“her  husband  should  have  nothing  to  do  nor  intermeddle 

“Historical  Record  of  the  First  or  Royal  Regiment  of  Foot,”  1847;  “His¬ 
torical  Record  of  the  Eighth,  or  the  King’s  Regiment  of  Foot,”  1844;  and 
“Historical  Record  of  the  King’s  Liverpool  Regiment,”  second  edition,  1883. 
Edmund  Fielding  is  described  as  a  colonel,  for  the  first  time,  in  the  parish 
register  of  St.  John’s  Church,  Glastonbury,  on  the  baptism  of  his  daughter 
Ursula,  Nov.  2,  1709.  His  later  appointments  are  given  in  “Notes  and 
Queries,”  12  S.  Ill,  267  (April  14,  1917). 

*  Register  of  St.  John’s  Church,  Glastonbury. 

t  The  will,  now  at  Somerset  House,  was  discovered  by  Thomas  Keightley. 
See  “Notes  and  Queries,”  3  S.  II,  199  (Sept.  6,  1862). 
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therewith.  ’  ’  The  will,  with  these  provisions,  was  made  only 
a  few  weeks  before  the  birth  of  her  first  child,  Henry 
Fielding,  on  April  22,  1707. 

Concerning  this  date  there  can  be  no  doubt,  for  it  was 
so  given  by  Edmund  Fielding  in  the  Chancery  proceedings 
to  be  hereafter  described.  It  is  not  certainly  known, 
however,  where  the  novelist  was  born.  According  to 
Arthur  Murphy,  his  first  biographer,  the  place  was  Sir 
Henry  Gould’s  seat  at  Sharpham  Park,  a  manor  near 
Glastonbury,  where  the  family  had  been  settled  for  a  half 
century.  But  in  the  registers  of  Glastonbury  and  neigh¬ 
bouring  parishes  no  entry  of  Henry  Fielding’s  birth  has 
yet  been  found.  It  has  been  surmised  that  the  boy  was 
born  in  Ireland,  on  the  assumption,  I  take  it,  that  Mrs. 
Fielding  accompanied  her  husband  when  he  went  over  there 
as  major  in  Lord  Tunbridge’s  regiment.  “Some  say,”  it 
was  remarked  long  after  Fielding’s  death,  that  “the  cele¬ 
brated  writer”  was  born  “in  Capel  Street,  Dublin.”*  But 
the  parish  registers  of  Dublin  likewise  fail  to  give  the 
desired  entry.  From  such  facts  as  we  have,  the  natural 
inference  is  that  Mrs.  Fielding  fled  to  Ireland  with  her 
husband,  but  that  she  returned  to  England  before  her 
father,  partially  reconciled  to  her  marriage,  made  provision 
for  her  and  her  prospective  child  in  his  will.  Perhaps 
Henry  was  born  while  his  mother  was  staying  with  some 
member  of  her  family.  The  boy  was  named  after  his 
grandfather,  who,  if  custom  was  followed,  was  present  at 
the  christening,  wherever  it  may  have  been.  All  things 
considered,  it  is  my  opinion  that  Henry  Fielding  was  born, 
like  his  two  sisters  who  followed  him,  at  Sharpham  Park, 
and  that  he  was  likewise  baptized  at  St.  John’s  Church, 
Glastonbury.  The  reason  why  the  desired  record  has  not 
been  discovered  is  because  the  registers  of  St.  John’s 

*  D.  E.  Baker,  “Biographia  Dramatica,  ’  ’  as  revised  by  Stephen  Jones,  1812. 
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for  the  years  preceding  1708  are  in  great  disorder  and 
apparently  incomplete.* 

If  not  born  at  home,  the  infant  was  at  any  rate  brought 
by  his  mother  to  Sharpham  Park,  where  he  was  nursed 
through  his  first  years  and  where  he  later  visited  his 
grandparents  and  uncle,  absorbing  in  his  memory  the 
surrounding  scenes,  the  most  extensive  of  which  was  to  be 
described  in  “Tom  Jones.’ ’  His  grandfather’s  seat  had, 
too,  an  interesting  history,  for  anciently  Sharpham  Park 
belonged  to  the  vast  domain  of  the  Benedictine  Abbey  at 
Glastonbury.  The  manor,  lying  two  or  three  miles  south¬ 
west  of  the  town  on  a  rise  of  ground  known  as  Polden  Hill, 
overlooking  the  Somerset  moors,  contained,  say  the  old 
chroniclers,  in  circuit  two  long  miles  of  good  meadow  and 
pasture,  sufficient  to  keep  four  hundred  deer  and  forty  large 
cattle.  The  whole  district  from  Glastonbury  to  Sharpham, 
once  surrounded  by  water  or  deep  marshes,  was  formerly 
called  the  Isle  of  Avalon,  and  became  associated  in  Celtic 
romance  with  the  land  of  immortality,  where  King  Arthur 
went  to  be  healed  of  his  wounds.  Near  the  beginning  of 
the  sixteenth  century,  Abbot  Bere,  one  of  the  great  abbey 
builders,  erected  at  Sharpham  a  noble  house,  containing  a 
large  hall,  parlours,  kitchen,  and  chambers.  In  the  rear 
was  a  beautiful  chapel,  which  had  an  east  window  with 

*  The  Vicar  of  the  parish  kindly  searched  the  records  for  me  in  1916,  when 
he  found  the  baptism  of  Sarah  Gould  and  the  burial  of  her  sister  Katherine; 
and  again  in  July,  1917,  when  he  found  among  the  “  Christnings  ’  ’  of  1708  and 
1709  respectively:  “Catherine  daughter  of  Edmund  Fielding  Esqr  and  Sarah 
his  wife  was  Born  July  16  &  was  Baptiz’d  August  11”;  and  “Ursula  daughter 
of  Coll.  Edmund  Fielding  and  Sarah  his  wife,  Born  October  the  3  and  Bap¬ 
tized  November  the  2.” 

The  Vicar  writes  that  the  registers  are  “very  involved,  some  in  Latin  and 
much  mixed  up  with  marriages,  funerals,  baptisms,  etc.  ’  ’ ;  and  more  specifically 
that  “a  wide  hiatus  occurs  before  1708,  so  that  the  baptism  of  Henry  Fielding 
does  not  occur.”  See  also  Mr.  J.  Paul  de  Castro  in  “Notes  and  Queries,” 
Nov.,  1917,  p.  468.  A  more  careful  search  than  has  yet  been  made  may  have 
better  results. 
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mullions,  representing,  in  the  painted  glass,  Christ  between 
John  the  Baptist  and  St.  John  the  Evangelist.  The  ap¬ 
proach  from  Glastonbury  was  through  a  long  avenue  of 
trees  known  as  the  abbot’s  ride,  extending  westward  far 
beyond  the  park.  During  those  years  of  trouble  and 
confusion  when  Henry  the  Eighth  was  dissolving  the 
monasteries,  Sharpham  was  a  favourite  retreat  of  Richard 
Whiting,  the  last  of  the  abbots;  it  was  here  while  sitting 
in  the  kitchen,  that  he  was  arrested  for  treason  bv  the 
King’s  commissioners,  and  led  away  to  trial  and  eventually 
to  execution  on  Tor  Hill  above  the  great  abbey  and  the 
valley  of  Avalon. 

As  a  part  of  the  abbey  lands,  Sharpham  Park  thus  passed 
to  the  Crown,  and  was  granted  to  Edward  Dyer,  Esq.,  from 
whose  descendants  it  came  to  the  Goulds  after  the  Civil 
War.  In  Fielding’s  time  the  manor  was  little  changed 
from  what  it  had  been  in  the  days  when  Abbot  Whiting 
sought  refuge  there  against  the  King’s  messengers.  Since 
then  the  mansion,  much  dilapidated,  has  been  converted 
into  a  farmhouse,  the  trees  have  mostly  disappeared,  and 
the  chapel  has  been  nearly  wrecked.  Time,  however,  has 
not  dealt  so  severely  with  the  stone  walls  and  stone  floors 
of  the  main  building  or  with  the  heavy  oak  door  at  the  east 
entrance,  covered  with  huge  ornamental  hinges.  Passing 
through  the  hall,  one  may  still  climb  the  stairway  to  a  room 
called  the  Harlequin  Chamber,  where  according  to  tradition 
Fielding  was  born.  This  chamber,  directly  over  the  monks’ 
kitchen  and  facing  the  west,  is  finished  in  oak  panels,  with 
many  cupboards,  one  of  which  opens  into  a  dark  hole  known 
as  the  ghost’s  room.  Looking  out  upon  the  ruined  chapel 
is  a  small  window,  beneath  which  was  once  carved  in  the 
stone,  hardly  traceable  now,  a  Harlequin,  with  crossed 
legs,  playing  upon  a  viol  or  a  similar  instrument.* 

*  For  Sharpham  Park,  see  W.  Phelps,  “History  and  Antiquities  of  Somerset¬ 
shire,”  1836,  I,  560.  An  engraving  of  the  house  is  given  by  E.  Warner  in  “A 
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A  novelist,  seeking  a  chamber  for  "Harry  Fielding  to  sleep 
in  when  a  boy,  conld  imagine  none  more  appropriate  than 
one  dedicated  to  Harlequin,  where  the  disciples  of  St. 
Benedict  had  many  times  stretched  their  legs  for  the  night 
after  an  evening  of  mirth  in  the  old  stone  kitchen  below. 
Fielding’s  descent,  too,  is  much  as  one  would  have  it.  If 
we  must  give  up  the  old  Hapsburg  story,  we  can  put  in  its 
place  an  ancient  family  ennobled  by  a  marriage  with 
Buckingham’s  sister.  Besides  his  supreme  sense  of 
humour,  a  hint  for  which  is  indicated  in  the  first  Earl  of 
Desmond,  Fielding  was  a  man  in  whom  were  mixed  many 
elements,  here  and  there  discernible  among  his  ancestors. 
As  proud  of  his  race  as  was  the  second  Earl  of  Denbigh, 
he  insisted,  though  he  hardly  had  the  means  for  it,  upon 
living  the  life  of  a  gentleman.  In  combat  he  was  as  fearless 
as  his  military  kinsmen,  though  he  fought  with  the  pen 
instead  of  the  sword.  Like  one  of  his  grandfathers,  he 
became  a  scholar  and  moralist;  and  like  the  other,  whose 
name  he  bore,  he  had  a  natural  bent  towards  the  law. 

The  scene  of  Fielding’s  childhood  early  shifted  from  the 
Somerset  hills  to  the  beautiful  undulating  country  of 
Dorset.  The  boy  remained  at  Sharpham  for  no  more  than 
two  years  and  a  half ;  and  before  that  time  he  was  crowded 
out  of  the  Harlequin  chamber  by  two  sisters — Catherine, 
born  on  July  16,  1708 ;  and  Ursula,  born  on  October  3,  1709. 
While  the  family  of  Edmund  Fielding  was  thus  rapidly 
increasing,  Sir  Henry  Gould  anticipated  in  part  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  his  will  with  reference  to  his  daughter  and 
grandchildren  by  purchasing  a  farm  for  them  at  East  Stour, 
a  thatched  village  in  north  Dorset.  The  property  had 
formerly  belonged  to  Sir  Robert  Napier  and  was  sold  to 
the  judge  by  the  baronet’s  surviving  daughters,  Anne  and 
Theodosia,  of  Puncknowle,  in  the  same  county  near  the  sea. 

History  of  the  Abbey  of  Glaston,”  Bath,  1826,  plate  xv.  It  is  reproduced 
here,  facing  page  16. 
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The  house  which  formed  a  part  of  the  estate  was  the  ancient 
rectory,  a  large  stone  mansion  having  stone  pavements, 
massive  oak  doors,  oak  panels,  and  a  carved  fireplace.  It 
adjoined  the  parish  church,  with  gardens  and  orchards 
beyond,  and  pastures  and  meadows  extending  down  the  hills 
into  the  valley  of  the  river  Stour.  Altogether  there  were 
several  hundred  acres  of  enclosures  and  commons,  for  which 
Sir  Henry  paid  £4,750.  He  also  sent  thither  oxen  to  plough 
the  land  and  cows  for  a  dairy;  while  he  himself,  leaving 
Sharpham  to  his  son  Davidge,  planned  to  spend  part  of 
the  year  at  East  Stour,  doubtless  to  look  after  the  estate 
during  the  absence  of  Edmund  Fielding  with  his  regiment. 

But  on  March  26,  1710,  a  few  months  after  the  family 
was  settled  at  East  Stour,  Sir  Henry  died,  before  he  had 
placed  the  estate,  as  was  his  intention,  in  trust  for  his 
daughter  and  her  children.  Accordingly,  the  trustees 
named  in  his  will,  after  considerable  delay,  employed  the 
£3,000  therein  provided  for  them  in  the  purchase  of  the 
homestead  and  the  major  part  of  the  lands  at  East  Stour, 
valued  variously  at  £120  and  £150  a  year.  And  that  the 
property  might  be  kept  entire,  Edmund  Fielding  reluctantly 
bought  with  his  own  money  the  remaining  lands  of  Davidge 
Gould,  paying  for  them  £1,750.  These  family  transactions 
were  all  carried  through  in  September,  1713 ;  and  Edmund 
Fielding,  now  a  colonel  on  half  pay,  was  transformed  into 
a  gentleman  farmer  and  justice  of  the  peace.  His  house¬ 
hold  continued  to  grow  apace.  The  parish  register  records 
the  birth  of  Sarah  on  November  8,  1710,  Anne  on  June  1, 
1713,  Beatrice  on  June  20, 1714,  and  the  baptism  of  Edmund 
on  April  22,  1716.  Anne  died  in  August,  1716 ;  Sarah  lived 
to  be  a  friend  of  Samuel  Richardson  and  an  author  of  moral 
essays  and  tales ;  while  Edmund  was  destined  to  follow  the 
profession  of  his  father,  though  he  never  rose  above  the 
rank  of  lieutenant.  It  is  probable  that  Lady  Gould,  who 
long  survived  her  husband,  settled  for  a  time  with  her 
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daughter  at  East  Stour  to  watch  over  the  many  children; 
and  later  came,  too,  Mrs.  Catherine  Cottington,  apparently 
Lady  Gould’s  sister,  to  take  her  place.  There  was  a  nurse 
named  Mary  Bentham,  and  a  governess  named  Anne  de  la 
Borde.  There  was  a  succession  of  nursery-maids  and 
house-maids  besides  a  cook  and  a  butler.  A  steward  did 
the  buying  and  selling  and  kept  the  men  on  the  farm  at  their 
work.  It  was  a  typical  establishment  of  a  country  squire 
who  would  live  in  good  style. 

East  Stour  was  a  quiet  and  healthful  place  for  children 
to  grow  up.  Through  the  farm  ran  several  brooks  down  to 
the  Stour,  good  for  fishing.  There  were  ponds  for  ducks 
and  geese,  and  warrens  for  hares  and  partridges ;  and  near 
the  house  rose  a  large  locust  tree,  above  fifty  feet  high, 
out  of  whose  trunk  curiously  grew  an  elder  tree  to  the 
height  of  twenty-four  feet.  A  mile  or  two  across  the 
fields  to  the  south  lay  Stour  Provost;  and  westward  across 
the  river,  West  Stour — small  villages  both;  while  farther 
away,  to  the  northeast,  was  Motcombe,  having  a  gentleman ’s 
seat.  Years  afterward  Fielding  wrote  of  “the  pleasant 
banks  of  sweetly  winding  Stour,”  along  which  he  and  his 
sisters  used  to  play,  and  of  “wakes  and  fairs,”  and  of 
“Jemmy  Tweedle,”  the  wandering  fiddler,  who  cheered 
“rural  nymphs  and  swains”  up  and  down  the  valley.  Now 
and  then  appear  in  his  novels,  it  is  thought,  scenes  and  pros¬ 
pects  not  unlike  those  from  the  uplands  of  the  Fielding 
farm.  Indeed,  he  loved  so  well  the  district,  which  he  knew 
for  many  miles  around,  that  he  went  back  there  to  live  for 
a  time  after  his  marriage.  The  main  drawback  to  life  in 
so  remote  a  place  was  the  education  of  children.  Girls,  it 
is  true,  did  not  then  count  for  much,  for  they  were  expected 
at  most  to  learn  to  read  and  write — hardly  that — in  addi¬ 
tion  to  becoming  expert  with  the  needle ;  but  a  squire ’s  son 
must  be  put  seriously  to  his  books  before  going  to  one  of 
the  great  public  schools  and  the  university. 
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Everybody,  of  course,  would  like  to  know  under  whose 
guidance  Fielding  set  out  on  the  road  to  learning.  The  boy, 
according  to  Arthur  Murphy,  ‘  ‘  received  the  first  rudiments 
of  his  education  at  home  under  the  care  of  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Oliver,  to  whom,  we  may  judge,  he  was  not  under  any  con¬ 
siderable  obligations  from  the  very  humorous  and  striking 
portrait,  given  of  him  afterwards,  under  the  name  of 
Parson  Trulliber  in  ‘Joseph  Andrews.’  ”  This  Trulliber, 
says  Fielding  in  his  novel,  “was  a  parson  on  Sundays,  but 
all  the  other  six  days  might  more  properly  be  called  a 
farmer.  He  occupied  a  small  piece  of  land  of  his  own, 
besides  which  he  rented  a  considerable  deal  more.  His  wife 
milked  his  cows,  managed  his  dairy,  and  followed  the 
markets  with  butter  and  eggs.  The  hogs  fell  chiefly  to  his 
care,  which  he  carefully  waited  on  at  home,  and  attended 
to  fairs;  on  which  occasion  he  was  liable  to  many  jokes, 
his  own  size  being  with  much  ale  rendered  little  inferior  to 
that  of  the  beasts  he  sold.  He  was  indeed  one  of  the  largest 
men  you  should  see,  and  could  have  acted  the  part  of  Sir 
John  Falstaff  without  stuffing.  .  .  .  His  voice  was  loud  and 
hoarse,  and  his  accent  extremely  broad.  To  complete  the 
whole,  he  had  a  stateliness  in  his  gait,  when  he  walked,  not 
unlike  that  of  a  goose,  only  he  stalked  slower.”  As  further 
described,  Parson  Trulliber  was  a  hypocrite  through  and 
through,  he  never  showed  a  sign  of  intelligence  except  when 
his  purse  was  concerned,  and  he  resembled  the  swine  he  fed 
no  more  in  appearance  than  in  character. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  imagine  this  coarse,  rather  than 
humorous,  country  parson  coming  from  the  pigsty  to  give 
Harry  Fielding  his  lessons;  and  I  suspect  that  Murphy, 
writing  from  hearsay,  fell  into  some  confusion.  The  biog¬ 
rapher  probably  named  the  tutor  correctly  when  he  called 
him  Oliver,  but  was  almost  certainly  mistaken  when  he 
identified  him  with  the  original — if  there  was  an  original — 
of  Parson  Trulliber.  Oliver,  be  it  said,  was  a  very  com- 
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mon  name  in  the  neighbouring  parishes.  There  was,  for 
example,  a  gentleman  of  the  name  at  Stour  Provost,  whose 
son  J ohn  graduated  at  Magdalen  College,  Oxford,  in  1704, 
and  afterwards  became  a  Canon  of  Chester.  Better  still, 
there  was  a  “Rev.  Mr.  Oliver”  who  was  holding  the  curacy 
at  Motcombe  in  1738.  According  to  one  antiquary,  it  was 
the  Oliver  of  Stour  Provost  who  taught  Harry  Fielding; 
according  to  another  antiquary,  it  was  the  Oliver  of  Mot¬ 
combe.  As  the  clergyman  of  Stour  Provost  left  the  valley 
in  Fielding’s  childhood,  tradition  naturally  settled  upon 
the  Oliver  of  Motcombe,  whose  widow,  it  is  said,  was  ques¬ 
tioned  with  reference  to  his  relations  with  the  humorist. 
She  evidently  did  not  know  whether  her  husband,  when  a 
young  man,  had  been  Fielding’s  tutor,  hut  she  rightly 
denied  that  he  could  have  sat  for  the  portrait  of  Parson 
Trulliber ;  for  ‘  ‘  the  Rev.  Mr.  Oliver  ’  ’  of  Motcombe  appears 
in  the  parish  register,  not  as  an  avaricious  Parson  Trulli¬ 
ber,  but  as  a  kind-hearted  curate  devoted  to  charity  among 
his  people. 

Fortunately  there  is  another  slight  clue,  hitherto  over¬ 
looked,  to  the  real  character  of  Fielding’s  tutor  in  an  anony¬ 
mous  burlesque  of  Richardson’s  “Pamela,”  called  “Sham- 
ela”  (1741),  which  was  very  generally,  and  I  think  cor¬ 
rectly,  attributed  to  Fielding  at  the  time  of  its  appearance. 
In  this  humorous  skit,  the  author  makes  a  country  parson 
named  Oliver  his  mouthpiece  for  an  attack  on  the  immo¬ 
rality  of  Richardson ’s  novel,  a  copy  of  which  had  been  sent 
him  from  London  by  the  Rev.  Mr.  Tickletext.  Parson 
Oliver  as  portrayed  in  ‘  ‘  Shamela  ”  in  no  respect  resembles 
Parson  Trulliber.  He  is  a  man  of  some  humour,  some  read¬ 
ing,  very  plain  in  speech,  standing  up  for  the  old  ways  of 
the  country  against  the  casuistry  of  Richardson  and  his 
clerical  friends  in  town.  Here,  I  daresay,  are  some  char¬ 
acteristics  of  Harry  Fielding’s  tutor  as  well  as  his  name. 
In  short,  the  honour  of  teaching  the  future  novelist  his 
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accidence  probably  fell  to  the  Rev.  Mr.  Oliver  of  Motcombe ; 
but  the  schoolmaster  was  in  appearance  and  character  a 
gentleman  quite  different  from  the  sordid  brute  depicted  as 
Parson  Trulliber.* 

The  family  seems  to  have  thrived  well  enough  at  the 
Stour  farm  for  a  time.  Children  were  born,  and  Harry 
was  kept  at  his  books.  But  after  a  few  years  of  it,  Colonel 
Fielding  either  found  life  in  the  country  too  tame  for  a 
soldier,  or  the  presence  of  his  mother-in-law  in  the  house¬ 
hold  was  rather  more  than  he  could  bear.  At  any  rate,  a 
strange  Bill  of  Complaint,  discovered  by  Miss  Godden 
among  the  records  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  shows  that  the 
Colonel  was  staying  in  London  in  1716  at  a  time  when  it 
would  have  been  better  for  him  had  he  been  with  his  wife 
and  children  at  East  Stour.  As  related  by  himself  in  a 
very  naive  and  amusing  narrative,  Edmund  Fielding  fell 
a  victim  that  year  to  a  group  of  gamesters.  It  was  his 
custom  when  he  felt  the  need  of  recreation,  according  to  his 
Bill  of  Complaint  to  the  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great 
Britain,  to  frequent  Prince’s  Coffee-House  in  the  parish  of 
St.  James,  where  he  encountered  a  man  calling  himself 
Robert  Midford  and  claiming  to  be  a  captain  in  the  army. 
The  Captain  pretended  “very  great  kindness”  for  the 
Colonel  and  an  extraordinary  value”  for  his  company, 
introducing  him  to  other  so-called  officers  in  his  Majesty’s 
service,  who  displayed  equal  fondness  for  him.  Often  the 
conversation  would  turn  to  the  “pleasure  or  delight”  of 
the  ancient  game  of  faro;  and  one  day  the  Colonel,  who 
knew  nothing  of  gaming  (God  bless  his  innocence!),  was 
prevailed  upon  to  try  his  luck  “for  a  small  matter,  purely 

T  #H°AEaSt«S;0Ur  the  Fidding  farm>  and  the  neighbouring  parishes,  see 
J  Hulehms  Hrstory  and  Antiquities  of  the  County  of  Dorset,-  second 

edition,  III,  1813,  containing  on  page  211  the  two  engraved  views  of  the  house 
which  are  reproduced  opposite  this  page.  Additional  information  has  been 

relotTvo  f  T>,  T  ^  Ghaneery  Proceedings,  and  original  indentures 

relative  to  the  East  Stour  estate,  now  in  private  hands. 
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for  diversion.  ’  ’  Once  in  the  game,  he  was  so  fascinated  by 
it  that  he  played  on  until  he  lost  to  the  sharpers  £500  and 
eventually  became  involved  for  no  less  than  £780. 

Not  having  so  much  money  as  this  by  him,  he  gave  notes 
and  bonds,  covering  his  debt  of  honour,  to  various  con¬ 
federates  of  Robert  Midford  in  trust  for  that  gentleman. 
There  were  bonds  of  fifty  guineas,  of  thirty  guineas,  and 
one  of  two  hundred  pounds  to  a  woman  who  posed  as  an 
unmarried  sister  of  the  Captain.  Her  name  was  Barbara. 
Some  of  these  notes  and  bonds,  including  the  one  to  Bar¬ 
bara,  Colonel  Fielding  was  persuaded  to  pay;  but  several 
of  them  remained  unpaid  so  long  that  Midford  and  his 
associates  began  to  press  hard  for  a  final  settlement.  On 
one  of  the  obligations  a  judgment  was  obtained  in  a  lower 
court  and  an  execution  was  threatened  against  the  debtor’s 
goods.  Thereupon  Colonel  Fielding  appealed  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor  for  protection  in  a  Bill  of  Complaint  dated 
October  22,  1722.  He  prayed  that  the  proceedings  at  law 
against  him  be  stayed,  and  that  Midford  and  his  sister  be 
summoned  before  his  lordship  to  show  cause  why  they 
should  not  surrender  all  the  notes  and  bonds  which  they 
then  held  against  the  plaintiff  and  repay  all  sums  that  they 
had  hitherto  received  from  him.  Though  an  action  of 
several  heads,  it  was  really  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  money 
lost  at  faro,  on  the  ground  that  the  game  was  dishonest  and 
illegal.  In  accordance  with  Edmund  Fielding’s  humble 
petition,  writs  of  subpoena  were  addressed  to  Robert  and 
Barbara  Midford,  commanding  them  to  appear  and  make 
answer  to  the  Colonel’s  Bill  of  Complaint;  but  needless  to 
say,  neither  Robert  nor  Barbara  could  be  found,  for  they 
knew  that  an  Act  of  Parliament  declared  all  gambling  debts 
uncollectable  and  that  they  could  not  conceal  from  the  Lord 
Chancellor  their  obvious  attempt  to  evade  the  law  by  dis¬ 
tributing  an  unfortunate  gentleman’s  notes  among  their 
friends.  We  may  be  certain  that  these  gamesters  never 

25 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

more  troubled  Colonel  Fielding  and  that  they  never 
returned  the  guineas  which  they  took  from  him.* 

Already  misfortunes  were  falling  thick  and  fast  upon 
the  family  at  East  Stour.  Not  only  did  Edmund  Fielding 
give  his  notes  to  gamblers  and  their  accomplices,  but  he 
was  also  borrowing  money  of  relatives  and  friends — 
£700,  for  example,  from  Mrs.  Cottington,  the  godmother  of 
Catherine.  Presumably  all  the  money  went  to  the  gaming¬ 
table  and  the  dissipations  of  the  town.  In  the  summer  of 
1716,  his  little  daughter  Anne,  as  has  been  related,  sickened 
and  died;  and  two  years  later — April  13  or  14,  1718 — the 
household  was  broken  up  by  the  death  of  Mrs.  Fielding. 
Mother  and  child  were  both  buried  at  East  Stour.  The 
death  of  Mrs.  Fielding  appears  to  have  been  unexpected, 
for  she  died  intestate,  leaving  unfortunately  no  directions 
for  the  conveyance  of  her  farm  and  lands  at  East  Stour  to 
her  children.  Colonel  Fielding,  as  their  natural  guardian, 
took  possession  of  the  estate,  receiving,  contrary  to  the 
agreement  of  1713,  the  rents  as  his  wife  had  done  before 
him,  and  using  them,  he  said,  for  the  maintenance  and  edu¬ 
cation  of  the  children — but  according  to  Lady  Gould  for 
his  own  benefit  mostly.  He  did  not,  however,  remain  long 
in  the  country  after  his  wife’s  death  to  watch  over  the 
family  and  the  estate.  He  settled  Mrs.  Cottington  in  charge 
of  the  children  and  installed  Thomas  Grafton  as  his  agent 
at  East  Stour,  and  then  went  up  to  London,  where  he 
obtained  on  March  11,  1719,  his  commission  as  Colonel  of 
the  Invalids,  and  a  few  weeks  later  married  a  widow 
named  Anne,  or  Eleanor,  Rapha.  Not  much  is  known  of 
this  woman;  but  rumours  reached  Stour  and  Sharpham 
that  she  was  an  Italian  and  a  Roman  Catholic;  that  she 

Fielding  v.  Midford.  London  Eecord  Office.  Chancery  Proceedings,  1714- 
1758.  Division  Eeynardson.  Bundle  2726.  Also  Edmund  Fielding  Esq.  v. 
Eobert  Midford  Deft.  Chancery  Decrees  and  Orders,  1722.  No.  339.  fo.  5. 
As  Eobert  Midford  could  not  be  found,  the  Court  ordered,  on  November  7, 
1722,  that  a  subpoena  be  served  on  his  attorney  at  law. 
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“kept  an  eating  house  in  London,”  and  had  “two  daughters 
in  a  monastery  beyond  the  sea.”  Grandmother  and  aunt 
were  angry  at  the  Colonel’s  conduct  and  alarmed  for  the 
welfare  of  the  children.  A  year  which  had  slipped  by  in 
quiet  at  East  Stour  thus  ended  in  confusion. 

Mrs.  Cottington  (as  we  learn  from  affidavits  in  Chan¬ 
cery  proceedings  soon  to  be  described)  was  the  first  to  get 
authentic  news.  A  letter  from  the  Colonel  early  in  May 
informed  her  that  he  was  married  and  that  a  servant, 
named  Mary  Howard,  was  already  on  the  road  to  East 
Stour  to  prepare  the  house  for  the  reception  of  himself 
and  wife.  A  day  or  two  later,  Mary  Howard  arrived  and 
made  a  peremptory  demand  upon  Mrs.  Cottington  for  all 
the  keys,  telling  her  that  she  was  now  the  housekeeper ;  and 
when  Sunday  came,  she  called  for  a  horse  to  ride  to  a 
Presbyterian  meeting,  though  her  real  design  was  to  ride 
to  a  Mass  in  a  neighbouring  parish.  Keys  and  horse  were 
flatly  refused.  But  when  in  the  course  of  ten  days  the 
Colonel  appeared  on  the  scene  with  his  new  wife,  he  de¬ 
livered  the  keys  to  Mary  Howard,  and  committed  to  her, 
under  the  direction  of  Mrs.  Fielding,  the  entire  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  family.  Thereupon  Mrs.  Cottington  retired 
to  her  apartments  in  the  house,  where  she  could  observe 
or  learn  from  the  children  how  they  fared  at  the  hands  of 
their  stepmother  and  her  housekeeper.  According  to  her 
story,  Mrs.  Fielding  avowed  herself  a  Roman  Catholic  and 
forbad  the  children  from  further  instruction  in  the  Cate¬ 
chism  of  the  Church  of  England;  she  locked  up  the  Bible 
and  the  History  thereof,  and  left  the  Romish  Prayer  Book 
in  the  windows  where  they  might  see  and  read  it.  More¬ 
over,  if  their  former  governess  is  to  be  believed,  the  children 
wgre  used  by  Mrs.  Fielding  and  her  maid  “in  a  most  bar¬ 
barous,  cruel,  and  inhumane  manner.”  The  bread  pro¬ 
vided  for  them  she  declared  to  be  so  poor  that  they  could 
not  eat  it,  the  butter  so  rank  that  they  could  not  come  near 
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it,  and  the  beer  and  ale  so  insipid  or  soar  that  they  “were 
forced  to  drink  water  for  several  days  together.”  When 
they  rebelled  against  their  intolerable  food  and  drink,  their 
father,  urged  on  by  his  wife,  beat  and  otherwise  abused 
them.  Altogether  it  was  a  miserable  summer  for  the 
children. 

Naturally  the  story  was  told  quite  differently  by  the 
servants  directly  dependent  upon  Edmund  Fielding  and 
his  wife.  They  swore  on  their  corporal  oaths  that  the  chil¬ 
dren  were  treated  with  unusual  kindness  and  affection,  that 
they  were  permitted  to  read  and  recite  the  Catechism  in 
Mrs.  Cottington’s  rooms,  that  they  constantly  dined  with 
the  Colonel  and  his  lady,  that  there  were  never  less  than 
two  very  good  dishes  of  meat  at  table,  and  that  there  were 
usually  three  or  four  dishes,  besides  fruits  and  plenty  of 
strong  beer  and  ale,  “of  which  they  always  partook.”  To 
be  sure,  the  baking  or  the  brewing  sometimes  miscarried, 
and  then  the  family  suffered  equally.  Though  a  Roman 
Catholic,  Mrs.  Fielding  had  no  desire  to  bring  up  the 
children  in  her  faith ;  and  if  any  restraint  was  placed  upon 
their  intercourse  with  their  aunt,  it  was  only  a  necessary 
precaution  against  her  endeavours  to  alienate  their  affec¬ 
tions  from  their  father  and  stepmother.  The  truth  doubt¬ 
less  lies  between  the  two  stories,  but  the  accusations  are 
to  be  believed  rather  than  the  apologies.  To  say  the  least, 
the  family  was  grossly  mismanaged  by  Mrs.  Fielding  and 
Mary  Howard.  The  children,  who  liked  better  the  old  way 
of  living  with  their  aunt  and  governess,  resented  the  in¬ 
trusion  of  others  upon  their  peace  and  quiet.  From  the 
standpoint  of  their  father,  they  became  “very  headstrong 
and  undutiful,”  owing  to  the  evil  influence  of  Mrs.  Cotting- 
ton.  ‘  ‘  The  eldest  son  in  particular,  ’  ’  it  was  alleged  by  the 
housekeeper,  cook,  and  butler,  carried  himself  “very  un¬ 
handsomely  towards  the  whole  family  in  general”;  that 
is,  towards  his  father,  stepmother,  and  their  servants. 
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Henry  was  then  twelve  years  old;  and  it  may  be  assumed 
that  as  the  ringleader  he  felt  the  worst  effects  of  the  rod. 

The  Colonel,  however,  was  unable  to  heat  his  household 
into  order.  So  he  resolved  to  disperse  it.  In  August,  1719, 
he  placed  his  four  daughters  in  a  boarding-school  at  Salis¬ 
bury  kept  first  by  Mrs.  Deer,  and  afterwards  by  Mrs.  Mary 
Rookes,  in  order  that  they  might  “learn  needlework”  and 
“know  how  to  carry  or  behave  themselves.”  His  son 
Edmund,  who  was  of  tender  age,  was  consigned,  at  her 
urgent  request,  to  the  care  of  Lady  Gould,  who  left  Sharp- 
ham  and  Stour  and  took  a  house  at  Salisbury,*  where  she 
could  oversee  the  education  of  her  grand-daughters.  At 
this  point  Colonel  Fielding  and  his  wife  returned  to  Lon¬ 
don,  after  arrangements  had  been  made  that  Henry  should 
go  to  Eton.  Apparently  against  his  will,  the  boy  was  sent 
to  this  famous  school  in  October,  1719,  where  he  soon  dis¬ 
played,  says  his  father,  “good  proficiency*”  or  aptness  for 
learning. 

This  disposition  of  the  children  bears  all  the  marks  of 
being  a  compromise  between  Colonel  Fielding  and  Lady 
Gould,  according  to  which  the  nominal  control  of  the  chil¬ 
dren  was  to  remain  with  their  father  while  the  personal 
supervision  of  all  except  Henry  was  to  be  entrusted  to  their 
grandmother.  For  a  year  or  more  each  party  seems  to  have 
lived  up  to  the  tacit  agreement,  though  there  was  some 
friction ;  but  a  little  later  the  relations  between  the  Colonel 
and  his  mother-in-law  became  greatly  strained.  Lady 
Gould  grew  displeased  with  the  Colonel’s  management  of 
the  farm  at  East  Stour.  Children  were  also  being  rapidly 
born  of  the  new  marriage.  There  were  already  one,  two, 
and  three  of  them.  Naturally  Lady  Gould  became  alarmed 
for  the  welfare  of  her  own  grandchildren,  and  so  felt  justi- 

*  The  parish  records  at  Salisbury  show  that  Lady  Gould  was  assessed  on 
her  house  in  St.  Martin’s  Church  Street,  from  1720  to  1733,  the  year  of  her 
death.  Her  house  was  the  fourteenth  assessment  from  St.  Martin ’s  Church. 
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fied  in  manoeuvring  to  get  them  absolutely  in  her  own 
power,  away  from  a  father  certain  to  neglect  them  in  the 
interest  of  his  new  family  and  away  from  a  stepmother 
who  might  contaminate  them  with  the  doctrines  of  the 
Church  of  Rome.  As  soon  as  the  Colonel  saw  what  was 
happening,  he  demanded  the  custody  of  the  children.  His 
design  was  to  take  his  son  Edmund  from  Lady  Gould  and 
to  remove  his  daughters  from  the  school  at  Salisbury. 
Thereupon  arose  a  bitter  quarrel  over  the  children  and 
their  estate.  Of  the  various  questions  involved  in  the  dis¬ 
pute,  the  main  one  became  whether  the  father  or  the  grand¬ 
mother  was  in  legal  phrase  “the  next  friend” — or  the 
natural  guardian — of  the  children,  now  that  the  Colonel 
had  married  again.  Each  party  sought  the  advice  of 
lawyers,  and  each  was  advised  differently,  as  is  usual  in 
such  cases.  Lady  Gould,  though  nearly  seventy  years  old, 
was  still  a  woman  of  determination — a  stubborn  snag, 
indeed,  for  her  son-in-law  to  encounter.  While  he  was 
merely  indulging  in  loud  threats,  she  took  positive  action  by 
bringing  a  Chancery  suit  against  him  in  the  name  of  the 
children  to  oust  him  from  the  management  of  their  estate. 

Lady  Gould’s  Bill  of  Complaint,*  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  on  February  10,  1721,  recited  with  many  feminine 
touches,  which  her  lawyer’s  phrasing  could  not  conceal,  the 
essential  details  in  the  history  of  the  property  at  East 
Stour ;  it  told  how  Sarah  Gould  intermarried  with  Edmund 
Fielding  “without  the  consent  of  her  .  .  .  father  or  mother 
and  contrary  to  their  good  liking”;  how  her  father  later 
bequeathed  £3,000  in  trust  for  his  undutiful  daughter  and 
her  children;  how  his  executors  satisfied  the  trust  by  pur¬ 
chasing,  as  Sir  Henry  desired,  the  farm  at  East  Stour; 

*  Fielding  v.  Fielding.  Chancery  Proceedings,  1714-1758.  Division  Sewell. 
Bundle  259.  No.  37.  London  Record  Office.  The  same  Bundle  contains 
Edmund  Fielding’s  Answer,  and  the  Answers  of  Davidge  Gould  and  William 
Day  in  a  subsequent  suit.  The  Bills  and  Answers  in  this  case  were  discovered 
by  Miss  G.  M.  Godden.  See  her  “Henry  Fielding,’’  London,  1910. 
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how,  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  the  will,  Edmund 
Fielding  agreed  “that  he  would  not  intermeddle  with  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  estate,  but  would  permit  and 
suffer  .  .  .  his  wife  and  the  said  trustees  quietly  and  peace¬ 
ably  to  receive  the  same”  for  the  benefit  of  Sarah  and  her 
children ;  how  on  the  death  of  his  wife  he  nevertheless  took 
possession  of  the  estate,  collecting  and  appropriating  to 
his  own  purposes  the  rents  without  any  interference  on  the 
part  of  the  trustees,  Davidge  Gould  and  William  Day,  as 
if  they  were  in  confederacy  with  him  to  defraud  the  children 
of  their  income ;  and  how  in  consequence  the  children  would 
have  been  left  without  adequate  care  and  support  had  not 
their  grandmother  removed  to  Salisbury,  where  three  of 
the  children  were  at  school  and  the  two  youngest  were  living 
in  her  own  house.  And  then  it  was  set  forth  that  the  father, 
who  had  almost  deserted  his  children,  was  now  threatening 
to  take  them  all  from  her  supervision  in  order  to  rear  them 
in  the  Roman  Catholic  faith.  Of  this  intention  Edmund 
Fielding’s  recent  conduct,  Lady  Gould  declared,  was  suffi¬ 
cient  evidence;  for  not  only  had  he  married  a  Roman 
Catholic  out  of  an  Italian  eating-house,  whose  children  by 
her  former  husband  were  in  a  convent  abroad,  hut  he 
himself  had  “openly  commended  the  manner  of  education 
of  young  persons  in  monasteries.” 

On  these  representations  Lady  Gould  humbly  petitioned 
that  his  Majesty’s  most  gracious  writs  of  subpoena  be 
directed  to  Edmund  Fielding,  Davidge  Gould,  and  William 
Day,  summoning  them  to  appear  and  make  full  and  proper 
answer  to  her  charges.  In  case  the  trustees,  who  had  let 
Edmund  Fielding  do  as  he  pleased  with  his  children’s 
estate  since  the  death  of  his  first  wife,  should  hereafter 
refuse  to  perform  their  duty,  it  was  asked  that  they  assign 
their  trust  to  some  other  person  or  persons  to  be  appointed 
by  the  Court.  It  was  further  asked  that  Edmund  Fielding 
be  enjoined  from  receiving  the  rents  at  East  Stour  and 
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from  removing  his  children  from  the  places  where  they  then 
were,  to  the  end  that  they  might  be  properly  maintained 
and  saved  from  spiritual  ruin  at  the  hands  of  a  stepmother 
who  professed  to  be  a  Papist. 

Edmund  Fielding  promptly  filed  his  Answer  to  Lady 
Gould’s  Complaint  on  the  twenty-third  of  the  same  month, 
in  a  courteously  phrased  document,  half-admitting,  half- 
denying  the  allegations  of  his  aged  mother-in-law,  with 
whom  he  did  not  care  to  ‘  ‘  controvert  anything  .  .  .  further 
than  of  necessity.”  Whatever  may  have  been,  he  declared, 
the  circumstances  of  his  marriage  to  Sarah  Gould,  he  was 
“ afterwards  well  approved  of  and  received  by”  the  family, 
especially  by  Sir  Henry  Gould,  who  not  only  put  him  into 
possession  of  the  farm  at  East  Stour,  but  supplied  him 
with  the  necessary  “stock  and  utensils  of  husbandry”  and 
expressed  a  desire  to  live  with  him  during  a  part  of  each 
year.  With  his  mother-in-law,  too,  there  had  been  no 
trouble  until  his  present  marriage,  which  had  “occasioned 
some  jealousy  and  displeasure,  .  .  .  though  without  just 
grounds.”  In  the  main  he  did  not  question  Lady  Gould’s 
statement  of  the  intent  of  her  husband’s  will  or  of  his  own 
share  in  the  subsequent  settlement  of  the  estate  at  East 
Stour  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Fielding  and  her  children.  But  far 
from  there  being  any  collusion  between  himself  and  the 
trustees,  he  would  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  his  brother- 
in-law,  Davidge  Gould,  as  executor  of  Sir  Henry’s  will, 
forced  him,  in  order  to  complete  the  purchase,  to  pay  a 
large  additional  sum  not  contemplated  by  the  old  judge 
when  he  made  provision  for  the  trust.  Notwithstanding 
his  rights  in  equity  to  a  part  of  the  estate,  the  Colonel 
claimed  that  he  had  nevertheless  expended  the  entire  income 
of  £150  and  much  besides  upon  his  children,  and  hoped  to 
continue  the  same  “tender  and  affectionate  care”  of  them. 
With  the  exception  of  Edmund  they  were  now  all  at  school, 
and  the  education  of  Henry  at  Eton  was  costing  him 
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“upwards  of  sixty  pounds”  a  year.  On  one  point  the 
Colonel  was  wisely  silent.  He  did  not  inform  the  Court 
that  he  had  just  disposed  of  153  acres  of  land,  with  the 
buildings  thereon,  at  East  and  West  Stour,  which  probably 
included  some  of  the  lands  which  he  had  purchased  of 
Havidge  Gould.*  Though  not  an  act  deserving  special 
criticism,  the  sale  shows  that  he  was  reducing  the  estate 
at  East  Stour  to  the  original  dimensions  of  the  trust. 

In  reply  to  the  insinuation  that  he  was  not  a  lit  person 
to  have  the  custody  of  his  children,  he  asserted  that  he 
was  “a  Protestant  of  the  Communion  of  the  Church  of 
England”;  and  denied,  hedging  somewhat,  that  he  had 
ever  commended  “the  manner  of  education  of  young  per¬ 
sons  in  monasteries  if  it  be  meant  in  respect  of  religion.” 
He  further  denied  that  his  present  wife  was  an  Italian  or 
had  ever  kept  an  eating-house ;  but  he  did  not  say  whether 
she  was  a  Roman  Catholic.  He  had  never  “threatened” 
to  take  his  children  out  of  the  school  at  Salisbury;  he  had 
merely  declared  that  such  was  his  ‘  ‘  design.  ’  ’  Should  they 
he  restored  to  him,  he  would  certainly  bring  them  up  as 
Protestants.  Incidentally  the  Court  was  warned  not  to 
regard  too  seriously  Lady  Gould’s  taking  a  house  at  Salis¬ 
bury  for  their  supervision,  since  she  had  settled  there  as 
much  for  her  own  convenience  and  the  desire  of  “living  in 
a  town.”  It  was  left  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  decide 
whether  the  children  should  remain  with  their  grandmother, 
now  far  advanced  in  age,  or  be  entrusted  to  himself,  who 
could  help  them  on  in  the  world  by  means  of  his  kinship 
with  “many  noble  families.”  In  this  manner  the  Colonel 
reasoned  plausibly;  but  it  does  not  require  a  man  read  in 
the  law  to  see  that  his  defence  was  weak,  for  he  admitted 
or  evaded  most  of  the  allegations  urged  against  him.  He 
had  collected  the  rents  at  East  Stour  and  had  rendered  no 

*  Miss  G.  M.  Godden,  “Henry  Fielding,”  p.  10.  See  also  Mr.  J.  Paul  de 
Castro,  in  “Notes  and  Queries,”  12  S.  Ill,  465  (Nov.,  1917). 
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account  of  them  to  the  trustees.  He  had  married  a  Roman 
Catholic  and  had  praised  the  training  to  be  obtained  in 
Roman  Catholic  schools,  though  meaning  thereby  not  reli¬ 
gious  training.  It  was  clearly  his  intention  to  get  his 
children  beyond  Lady  Gould’s  reach,  and  then  to  dispose 
of  them  in  such  ways  as  he  and  their  stepmother  should 
determine.  His  distinction  between  a  threat  and  a  design, 
or  between  religious  and  non-religious  instruction  supplied 
by  monasteries,  was  altogether  too  subtle  for  practical 
purposes.  It  must  have  amused  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  trustees  who  were  named  in  Lady  Gould’s  Bill  of 
Complaint  made  no  immediate  answer  to  her  charge  that 
they  had  neglected  their  duty  and  were  acting  in  league 
with  Edmund  Fielding.  None  was  really  necessary,  for  all 
matters  in  controversy  were  well  covered  by  the  Colonel 
as  the  principal  defendant  in  the  suit.  Moreover,  Lady 
Gould  now  persuaded  the  trustees  to  come  to  her  aid.  At 
the  Lent  Assizes,  they  sought  to  recover  the  premises  at 
East  Stour  by  means  of  a  writ  of  ejectment  against  the 
Colonel,  who  relates  that  he  appeared  with  counsel  in  the 
County  court  at  Dorchester,  ready  for  the  fray,  but  that  the 
case  was  not  tried  owing  to  a  defect  in  the  writ.  Subse¬ 
quently  a  similar  action  was  brought  against  him  on  another 
writ,  and  this  time  the  Colonel  himself  prevented  the  case 
from  coming  to  trial.  While  this  suit  as  well  as  the  one  in 
Chancery  was  still  pending,  there  occurred  an  incident  in 
which  posterity  has  a  much  greater  interest. 

Thus  far  in  the  legal  proceedings,  Henry  Fielding  had 
been  kept  in  the  background.  The  quarrel  had  been  over 
the  younger  children  at  Salisbury  rather  than  over  him,  a 
boy  of  fourteen,  quietly  pursuing  his  studies  at  Eton  to 
the  apparent  satisfaction  of  all  parties  concerned.  But 
now  something  happened,  of  which  we  have  two  versions, 
both  on  the  authority  of  his  father.  According  to  the  story 
as  it  was  first  told,  Harry  “eloped,”  that  is,  ran  away, 
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from  Eton  on  or  about  the  seventh  of  April,  1721,  and  fled 
to  his  grandmother.  According  to  a  later  story,  he  was 
summoned  home  by  Lady  Gould  and  her  son  Davidge 
acting  for  the  trustees.  Probably  neither  account  is  quite 
correct.  The  boy  of  course  knew  of  the  Chancery  suit  and 
he  must  have  been  disturbed  by  it.  There  are  also  indica¬ 
tions  in  the  legal  documents  that  he  had  sided  with  his 
grandmother  from  the  very  beginning  of  the  family  quarrel 
and  that  he  had  thereby  awakened  his  father’s  displeasure 
to  such  an  extent  as  threatened  his  removal  from  Eton  to 
a  place  nearer  at  hand.  The  place  settled  upon  was  evi¬ 
dently  Westminster  School,  where  his  father,  who  was 
living  in  St.  James’s  parish,  would  be  able  to  keep  a  close 
watch  upon  him  and  prevent  him  from  visiting  his  grand¬ 
mother  in  the  vacations.  No  boy  who  has  spent  two  years 
in  a  great  public  school  cares  to  be  transferred  to  another, 
even  though  it  have  a  reputation  equally  high.  Harry,  I 
take  it,  suspected  his  father’s  design,  and  simply  packed 
up  and  went  home  to  his  grandmother  for  protection,  either 
on  his  own  initiative  or  on  her  advice.  He  eloped  only  in 
the  sense  that  he  left  Eton  without  the  knowledge  of  his 
father,  who  heard  the  news  a  week  or  two  after  the  boy 
had  safely  arrived  in  Salisbury.  Whether  the  lad  made 
that  journey  alone  or  with  his  valet,  it  was  a  daring 
enterprise. 

Henceforth  the  proper  regulation  of  this  mettlesome  boy 
became  a  question  to  be  decided  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  as 
the  Supreme  Guardian  of  the  Infants  of  Great  Britain. 
Early  in  May  the  Colonel  sent  two  servants,  Henry  Hal¬ 
stead  and  Frances  Barber,  down  to  Salisbury  to  bring  all 
his  six  children  up  to  London.  Mary  Rookes  refused  to 
surrender  the  girls  to  the  woman;  and  Lady  Gould,  who 
had  the  boys  under  her  own  roof,  bolted  her  doors  against 
the  man,  who  nevertheless  succeeded  one  evening  in  deliver¬ 
ing  a  message  from  the  Colonel  through  the  window,  accom- 

35 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

panied  with  curses  of  a  kind  which  we  do  not  print  in  books 
nowadays.  Though  this  bold  attempt  to  take  the  children 
by  force  completely  failed,  there  was  danger  that  they 
might  be  kidnapped  at  any  time  by  more  experienced 
agents.  Fearing  this  event,  Lady  Gould  on  the  sixth  of 
June  petitioned  the  Lord  Chancellor  that  the  children  be 
allowed  to  remain  where  they  then  were  until  the  cause 
could  be  heard.  The  Court  so  ordered,  and  set  the  eighth 
of  July  for  the  hearing.  In  the  meantime,  on  a  commission 
issued  by  the  Court  for  the  examination  of  witnesses,  nine 
distinct  affidavits*  were  taken,  of  which  one  bore  two  and 
another  three  signatures.  Among  the  affidavits  was  one 
from  the  Colonel,  who  insisted  upon  his  militant  Protes¬ 
tantism,  declaring  that  as  a  Dorsetshire  justice  of  the 
peace  at  the  time  of  the  recent  Jacobite  insurrection  he 
had  dealt  severely  with  all  who  were  in  the  least  suspected 
of  disaffection  to  his  present  Majesty.  On  the  day  ap¬ 
pointed,  the  Lord  Chancellor  heard  Lady  Gould’s  petition 
and  what  was  alleged  on  both  sides ;  and  thereupon  ordered 
that  Henry  be  continued  at  Eton  and  the  other  children  at 
Salisbury  until  Lady  Gould’s  suit  should  be  determined. 
Thereafter  the  Court  granted  two  minor  petitions  pre¬ 
ferred  jointly  by  Henry  Fielding  and  Lady  Gould.  On 
November  30,  1721,  the  boy  by  this  means  obtained  per¬ 
mission  to  spend  the  Christmas  holidays  with  his  grand¬ 
mother,  and  on  April  26,  1722,  to  visit  her  during  the  usual 
recess  at  Whitsuntide. 

There  had  been  some  delay  in  Lady  Gould’s  original  suit 
in  Chancery  due  to  the  neglect  or  carelessness  of  her 
counsel.  Her  Bill  of  Complaint  was  shown  by  the  Colonel’s 
lawyers  to  be  defective  in  that  it  failed  to  include  Henry’s 

*  Affidavit  Register.  Vol.  37.  Trinity  Term,  1721.  Nos.  14-17,  and  402- 
406.  London  Record  Office.  These  affidavits  were  discovered  by  F.  J.  Pope, 
F.  R.  Hist.  S.,  who  gave  an  account  of  them  in  “The  Times”  (London), 
Dec.  17,  1913,  and  in  “The  British  Archivist,”  Jan.,  1914. 
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younger  brother  Edmund  among  the  plaintiffs.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  on  October  26,  1721,  the  Court  ordered  the  Bill  to  be 
amended,  and  at  the  same  time  renewed,  on  the  request  of 
Lady  Gould’s  counsel,  the  commission  to  examine  witnesses. 
While  the  case,  still  incomplete,  was  thus  lagging  in  Chan¬ 
cery  contrary  to  the  desire  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who 
had  urged  that  it  be  speeded  to  a  hearing,  the  Colonel 
attempted  to  turn  the  tables  against  his  prosecutors  by 
filing,  on  January  30,  1722,  a  Bill  of  Complaint*  in  behalf 
of  his  children  against  the  trustees  of  their  estate  and 
against  Lady  Gould  and  Mary  Rookes,  whom  he  claimed 
were  acting  in  confederacy.  He  asked  that  the  trustees 
be  stayed  in  the  action  which  they  had  brought  against 
him  in  the  County  court  and  that  they  be  required  to 
convey,  in  accordance  with  his  understanding  of  Sir  Henry 
Gould’s  will,  the  estate  at  East  Stour  directly  to  the 
children  as  tenants  in  common.  He  also  asked  that  he  be 
given  the  custody  of  his  children,  who  were  unlawfully 
detained  by  Lady  Gould  and  Mary  Rookes,  and  that  his  son 
Henry,  who  had  been  with  Lady  Gould  during  the  Christ¬ 
mas  vacation  and  allowed  to  “go  about  in  the  way  of  idle¬ 
ness  to  the  irreparable  loss  of  his  time,  ...  be  forthwith 
returned  to  Eton  School  to  go  on  in  his  learning.  ’  ’ 

Lady  Gould,  on  the  advice  of  her  counsel,  paid  no  atten¬ 
tion  to  this  cross-bill,  which  was  directed  not  so  much 
against  her  as  against  the  trustees.  The  Answer  of  her 
son  Davidge,  which  took  the  form  of  an  affidavit  executed 
at  Sharpham  Park  on  April  20, 1722,  denied  any  “combina¬ 
tion  or  confederacy”  on  his  part  and  sought  to  justify  all 
his  acts  in  connection  with  the  Stour  estate.  Likewise  the 
Answer  of  William  Day — a  similar  affidavit  dated  May  26, 
1722 — denied  the  Colonel’s  main  allegation,  adding  that  the 
defendant  was  only  a  “nominal  trustee,”  that  he  had  left 

*  Fielding  v.  Gould.  Chancery  Proceedings,  1714-1758.  Division  Eeynardson. 
Bundle  2283.  London  Becord  Office. 
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the  entire  management  of  the  trust  to  Davidge  Gould,  and 
so  knew  no  more  of  what  had  occurred  than  if  he  were  a 
stranger.  It  was  a  startling  revelation. 

Two  days  later,  on  May  28,  1722,  the  case  was  heard  by 
Lord  Macclesfield,  the  Lord  High  Chancellor.  Learned 
counsel  were  present  on  both  sides  to  debate  the  questions 
arising  out  of  the  Colonel’s  recent  counter  suit  as  well  as 
Lady  Gould’s  original  Bill  of  Complaint.  As  foreshadowed 
in  the  Lord  Chancellor’s  previous  orders,  the  Colonel  lost 
on  all  the  main  points  at  issue.  The  trust  being  “well 
proved,  ’  ’  it  was  ordered  and  decreed  that  Edmund  Fielding 
deliver  possession  of  his  children’s  estate  to  the  trustees 
and  render  full  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  since  the 
death  of  his  wife  Sarah  Gould,  though  he  might  deduct 
therefrom  what  he  had  expended  in  improvements  and  in 
the  maintenance  and  education  of  the  children.  William 
Day,  who  had  failed  to  perform  his  duties,  must  assign  his 
trust  to  Davidge  Gould,  and  in  case  the  latter  should  refuse 
to  act,  he  must  in  turn  assign  his  trust  to  such  person  or 
persons  as  the  Master  in  Chancery  might  appoint.  More¬ 
over,  until  a  further  order  from  the  Court,  the  children  were 
to  remain  in  the  schools  where  they  had  been  placed,  and 
were  to  reside  during  recesses  and  holidays  with  Lady 
Gould  in  order  that  they  might  not  come  under  the  influence 
of  their  stepmother,  “who  appears  to  be  a  Papist.”  The 
Lord  Chancellor  also  considered  at  the  same  time  a  com¬ 
plaint  of  Mrs.  Cottington,  who  alleged  that  the  Colonel  owed 
her  £700  (presumably  lost  in  gambling),  which  she  would 
like  to  have  employed  for  the  benefit  of  her  nephews  and 
nieces.  She  was  accordingly  directed  to  sue  for  this  sum, 
which,  if  the  debt  was  proved,  should  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  lands  for  the  said  children.  As  the  Court  anti¬ 
cipated,  Davidge  Gould  was  unwilling  to  take  the  entire 
responsibility  of  the  trust;  whereupon,  as  we  see  by  an 
order  dated  November  22,  1723,  Lady  Gould  and  Catherine 
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Cottington  were  appointed  trustees  in  Ms  stead,  on  the 
surety  of  Mistress  Mary  Bentham.*  Subsequently,  how¬ 
ever,  he  was  persuaded  to  reassume  the  trusteeship.  Thus 
terminated  the  suit  in  Chancery,  with  Lady  Gould  and  the 
other  trustees  in  complete  possession  of  the  children  and 
their  estate.  The  blustering  and  improvident  father,  really 
brave  and  generous  at  heart,  was  no  match  for  the  aged 
grandmother,  alert  and  imperious. 

The  Lord  Chancellor’s  order  that  Mrs.  Cottington  obtain 
judgment  for  the  debt  due  her  from  Edmund  Fielding  ex¬ 
plains  the  curious  Bill  of  Complaint  which  the  Colonel  filed 
a  few  months  later  against  Robert  Midford  the  gambler  for 
the  return  of  £780  lost  at  faro.  Ordinarily  a  suit  of  this 
kind  would  have  been  brought  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  or  the  King’s  Bench,  but  in  this  instance  it  was  very 
properly  made  a  part  of  the  Chancery  proceedings  that 
involved  the  cMldren.  The  Colonel  seems  to  have  promptly 
acknowledged  his  debt  to  Mrs.  Cottington  and,  having  no 
other  means  of  raising  so  large  a  sum,  to  have  attempted  to 
recover  what  he  had  paid  Midford,  on  the  principle  that 
the  money  should  come  from  the  pocket  where  it  had  gone. 
His  suit  failed,  and  so,  I  fear,  the  former  boundaries  of  his 
children’s  estate  were  never  enlarged  by  his  assistance. 

With  this  defeat,  Edmund  Fielding  drops  from  our  narra¬ 
tive  except  for  an  occasional  reference.  Another  family  of 
many  children  was  already  growing  up  about  him,  among 
them  a  son  John,  blind  from  his  youth — the  “dear  Jack,” 
to  whom  Henry  became  tenderly  attached  in  mature  life. 
Though  his  grandmother’s  boy,  it  would  appear  that  Henry 
often  visited  his  father  and  stepmother  and  liked  not  only 
Jack  but  his  other  brothers  and  their  sisters,  none  of  whom 

*  Chancery  Decrees  and  Orders.  Trinity  Term,  1722.  In  book  for  1721. 
Vol.  337,  fo.  377.  London  Record  Office.  Dor  other  orders  in  the  case,  see 
Trinity  Term,  1721,  in  book  for  1720,  fo.  339;  Michaelmas  Term,  1721,  fos.  2 
and  70;  Easter  Term,  1722,  in  book  for  1721,  fo.  206;  Michaelmas  Term,  1722, 
fo.  5;  Michaelmas  Term,  1723,  fo.  45. 
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became,  so  far  as  is  known,  Roman  Catholics.  Certainly 
there  was  a  complete  reconciliation  between  father  and  son, 
if  indeed  there  had  ever  been  any  real  estrangement.  The 
Colonel  of  the  Invalids  was  appointed  a  Brigadier-General 
in  1727,  and  a  Major-General  in  1735.  He  rose  to  the  rank 
of  Lieutenant-General  in  1739  and  died  two  years  after¬ 
wards,  having  served,  said  “The  London  Magazine”  of 
June,  1741,  “in  the  late  wars  against  France  with  much 
bravery.”  His  second  wife  dying  in  1727,  he  married  at 
least  once  more.  His  last  (perhaps  his  fourth)  wife  sur¬ 
vived  him  for  nearly  thirty  years.*  Throughout  his  later 
life,  General  Fielding  continued  his  interest  in  the  educa¬ 
tion  and  career  of  Henry,  aiding  him,  however,  rather  by 
promises  than  by  their  substance. 

*  See  Mr.  J.  Paul  de  Castro  in  “Notes  and  Queries,”  Nov.,  1917,  p.  465. 
The  dates  for  the  deaths  of  the  second  and  the  last  wife  are  also  given  in  Mus- 
grave’s  “Obituary”  (1900).  Perhaps  there  is  a  clue  to  an  intermediate  wife 
in  the  Churchwardens’  accounts  of  St.  Martin’s  Church,  Salisbury,  for  1739, 
which  contain  an  entry  for  fees  for  the  burial  of  “the  wife  of  Felding,” 
amounting  to  2s.  6d. 
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It  is  thought  strange  that  Eton  has  no  record  of  the  hoy 
who  came  there  from  East  Stour,  and  after  eighteen  months 
ran  home  to  his  grandmother.  But  in  the  eighteenth 
century,  it  was  the  custom  to  preserve  merely  the  lists  of 
‘  ‘  collegers,  ’  ’  or  poor  scholars  on  the  foundation,  who  were 
provided  with  wretched  food  and  wretched  quarters  in  the 
college  or  school;  whereas  Henry  Fielding,  the  son  of  a 
gentleman,  could  have  entered  Eton  only  as  an  “oppidan,” 
or  independent  scholar  living  at  the  expense  of  his  family 
in  one  of  the  hoarding-houses  of  the  town.  Indeed,  Fielding 
later  put  into  the  mouth  of  Parson  Adams  pleasant  banter 
of  the  King’s  Scholars,  those  young  men  selected  from  the 
collegers  to  go  to  King’s  College,  Cambridge,  on  scholar¬ 
ships  and  without  further  examination.  Fielding  belonged 
to  quite  another  class.  His  allowance  of  nearly  £70  a  year 
was  very  liberal — considerably  larger  than  that  of  William 
Pitt,  afterwards  Lord  Chatham,  who  was  at  Eton  in 
Fielding’s  time,  coming  like  him  from  the  West.  In  after 
life  Pitt  formed  one  of  a  famous  company  to  whom  Fielding 
read  aloud  from  the  manuscript  of  “Tom  Jones.”  Did 
the  reader  include,  we  wonder,  that  fine  passage  wherein 
the  Great  Commoner  is  said  to  have  transferred  to  his 
speeches  the  whole  spirit  of  Demosthenes  and  Cicero  and 
made  “the  English  senate  a  rival  in  eloquence  to  Greece 
and  Rome”? 

Another  famous  schoolfellow  was  Charles  Hanbury, 
afterwards  Sir  Charles  Hanbury  Williams,  wit  and  diplo¬ 
matist,  to  whom  Fielding  submitted  the  manuscript  of  his 
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last  comedy,  who,  rumour  once  said,  took  it  with  him  on  his 
embassy  to  Russia  and  lost  it.  But  closer  to  Fielding  than 
either  Pitt  or  Hanbury,  was  George  Lyttelton,  destined 
like  Pitt  for  the  peerage,  to  whose  political  fortunes  the 
novelist  devoted  his  pen  for  many  years,  receiving  in  return 
gifts  and  influence  and  perhaps  periods  of  leisure  for  com¬ 
posing  his  masterpiece.  Him  Fielding  immortalized  in  the 
dedication  to  “Tom  Jones.”  Fielding’s  near  relationship 
to  the  Earl  of  Denbigh  naturally  made  him  the  associate  of 
boys  like  these.  It  is  thus  a  fair  inference,  though  he 
nowhere,  I  think,  mentions  him  by  name,  that  he  was  at 
least  acquainted  with  another  Etonian  of  the  same  time — 
Henry  Fox,  who  became  the  first  Lord  Holland  and  the 
father  of  Charles  James  Fox,  the  statesman.  To  Eton 
came  somewhat  later  Charles  Pratt,  the  first  Earl  Camden, 
with  whom  Fielding  afterwards  travelled  the  Western  Cir¬ 
cuit  in  pursuit  of  briefs.  Of  boys  outside  this  group  whom 
Fielding  certainly  knew,  were  Gilbert  West,  the  translator 
of  Pindar;  and  Thomas  Arne,  who  subsequently  wrote  the 
music  of  Fielding’s  “Tom  Thumb”  when  that  burlesque 
was  turned  into  a  comic  opera. 

Fielding  was  sent  to  Eton,  his  father  declared,  in  October, 
1719,  being  then  in  his  thirteenth  year ;  his  grandmother 
kept  him  at  Salisbury  for  a  month  or  two  after  he  ran 
away  in  April,  1721;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  twice 
ordered,  on  July  8,  1721,  and  May  28,  1722,  that  he  remain 
in  this  school.  Though  these  are  the  only  records  yet 
discovered  of  Fielding’s  residence  at  Eton,  it  is  certain 
that  he  remained  there  until  1724  or  1725,  when  he  reached 
his  eighteenth  or  nineteenth  year.  Otherwise  there  is  no 
explanation  of  the  classical  knowledge — usually  somewhat 
overestimated  which  he  showed  at  the  very  beginning  of 
his  literary  career.  ‘  ‘  At  this  great  seminary  of  education,  ’  ’ 
it  is  a  tradition  handed  down  from  Arthur  Murphy, 4 4  Henry 
Fielding  gave  distinguishing  proofs  of  strong  and  peculiar 
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parts;  and  when  he  left  the  place,  he  was  said  to  he 
uncommonly  versed  in  the  Greek  authors,  and  an  early 
master  of  the  Latin  classics ;  for  both  which  he  retained  a 
strong  admiration  in  all  the  subsequent  passages  of  his 
life.”  Fielding  himself,  after  a  sojourn  abroad,  referred 
to  his  classical  attainments  in  more  modest  terms,  saying — 
Tuscan  and  French  are  in  my  head ; 

Latin  I  write,  and  Greek  I — read. 

The  second  line  of  the  couplet,  despite  the  exigency  of 
rhyme,  probably  describes,  with  a  measure  of  accuracy, 
Fielding’s  relative  command  over  the  two  ancient  languages 
at  the  time  he  left  school.  He  was  trained  to  write  Latin 
with  ease,  and  made  use  of  it  at  a  later  period  in  burlesque 
of  the  ponderous  style  then  current  among  classical 
scholars.  But  in  writing  Greek,  he  never  went  beyond  a 
few  happy  phrases  and  plays  upon  them  for  comic  effect. 
From  this  lack  of  facility  with  Greek  may  be  drawn  an 
inference.  It  is  that,  owing  to  one  or  more  interruptions 
in  his  stay  at  Eton,  he  never  passed  beyond  the  fifth  form ; 
for  boys  in  the  sixth  form  were  then  required  to  write  a 
set  of  Greek  verses  once  or  twice  a  week. 

The  curriculum  at  Eton  was  very  circumscribed  when 
compared  with  what  it  is  to-day.  There  was  no  science, 
of  course ;  no  modern  language  or  modern  literature ;  no 
mathematics  beyond  arithmetic  and  the  most  elementary 
algebra ;  practically  nothing  except  Latin — the  main  study 
and  some  Greek.  But  within  its  limits  it  was  a  splendid 
training  for  a  boy  like  Harry  Fielding.  The  headmaster 
under  whose  instruction  he  should  have  come  during  his 
last  year  was  Henry  Bland,  a  scholar  of  moderate  attain¬ 
ments,  a  Whig  in  politics  such  as  Fielding  himself  became 
mainly.  Associated  with  the  headmaster  were  several 
assistant-masters,  two  of  whom  edited  excellent  selections 
from  the  classics  for  use  in  the  school.  To  these  men  who 
held  minor  positions  at  Eton,  Fielding  was  indebted  for 
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his  love  of  ancient  learning.  The  first  year,  if  I  read 
the  curriculum  aright,  he  was  grounded  in  Latin  grammar, 
ciphered  a  little,  wrote  some  English  for  the  correct  con¬ 
struction  of  sentences,  and  drew  maps  of  Greece  and 
Italy,  putting  in  the  ancient  towns.  It  was  in  studies 
of  this  kind  that  Fielding  showed  “good  proficiency.” 
Would  that  we  had  the  letter  from  Dr.  Bland  or  one  of  the 
assistants  to  the  Colonel,  giving  the  details !  In  due  time 
came  Greek  grammar;  and  then  the  whole  realm  of  Latin 
and  Greek  literature  lay  open  for  the  boys.  They  read  a 
few  authors  regularly  and  extensively — Homer,  Virgil, 
Ovid,  and  Horace — and  roamed  about  widely  among  the 
rest  in  the  collections  prepared  by  their  assistant-masters. 

It  is  interesting  for  one  on  the  traces  of  Fielding’s 
knowledge  of  ancient  literature  to  look  into  these  old 
collections,  to  see  some  of  the  pieces  he  read  in  his  youth 
and  to  observe  his  mature  comment  upon  the  authors, — 
occasionally,  upon  the  very  passages  studied  and  perhaps 
memorized  at  school.  The  “Scriptores  Romani,”  for 
example,  contained  selections  from  Cicero,  Livy,  Tacitus, 
Paterculus,  and  Pliny.  The  corresponding  Greek  collection, 
called  “Scriptores  Graeci,”  contained  selections  from 
Herodotus,  Thucydides,  Xenophon,  Plato,  Isocrates,  and 
Lucian,  with  translations  into  Latin  on  the  opposite  pages. 
In  the  same  manner  the  boys  were  aided  in  their  trans¬ 
lations  from  Greek  poetry  by  Latin  versions  placed  side 
by  side  with  the  original  Greek.  They  thus  read  out  of 
their  “Poeti  Graeci”  famous  passages  from  the  Odyssey, 
much  from  Hesiod,  Pindar,  Theocritus,  Apollonius 
Rhodius,  and  the  most  beautiful  of  the  Greek  lyrics,  includ¬ 
ing  the  fragments  of  Sappho.  Demosthenes  and  the  Greek 
dramatists — usually  Sophocles  and  Aristophanes — they 
studied  separately,  assisted  likewise  by  Latin  versions. 
The  catalogue  of  ancient  writers  comprised  also  Caesar, 
Nepos,  Terence,  Seneca,  Juvenal,  the  Latin  fabulists, 
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Plutarch,  and  many  a  minor  poet  or  prose  writer  here  and 
there.  Every  week  the  hoys  recited  from  memory  passages 
in  Latin  and  Greek — always  one  from  the  New  Testament 
on  Monday  morning ;  and  the  upper  forms  declaimed 
speeches  from  Cicero  or  Sallust  or  Livy. 

All  these  and  other  classical  authors  in  the  Eton  cur¬ 
riculum  were  afterwards  quoted  or  referred  to  by  Fielding 
in  his  own  writings ;  most  frequently  it  was  Horace,  as  was 
then  the  fashion,  whom  from  many  repetitions  he  must 
have  known  almost  by  heart.  The  Odyssey,  which  was  then 
taken  up  at  Eton  only  in  parts,  he  never  knew  very  well 
except  in  Pope’s  translation;  while  of  the  Iliad,  which  was 
read  entire,  with  much  memorizing,  he  sang  continued 
praises.  It  is  of  course  Fielding  who  speaks  eloquently 
through  Parson  Adamfe  of  Homer’s  nice  distinctions  in 
character-drawing  and  of  the  variety  and  immensity  of  his 
scenes  in  the  Iliad.  With  equal  eloquence  the  Parson 
repeats  the  story  of  Jason’s  voyage  for  the  golden  fleece, 
as  ‘ 1  sweetly  described  by  Apollonius  Rhodius  ’  ’  in  the  book 
used  at  Eton.  On  the  other  hand,  Aeschylus,  who  was  the 
Parson’s  favourite  dramatist,  Fielding  never  read  at  all 
in  the  original  Greek;  and  not  much  of  Euripides,  only 
scenes  from  whom  were  studied  at  school.  To  Fielding, 
as  to  all  Etonians  of  that  day,  Sophocles  was  “the  greatest 
genius  who  ever  wrote  tragedy,”  and  Aristophanes  was 
the  earliest  of  the  great  humorists.  Virgil  he  praised  at 
times  for  his  restraint,  when  compared  with  the  exuberance 
of  Homer  somewhat  overdone.  Plutarch  and  Nepos  were 
long  pleasant  memories  of  books  read  in  his  youth;  and 
as  age  crept  over  him,  he  turned  to  the  ancient  historians 
again  and  placed  them  above  the  epic  poets.  “I  should 
have  honoured,”  he  then  said,  “and  loved  Homer  more 
had  he  written  a  true  history  of  his  own  times  in  humble 
prose  than  those  noble  poems  that  have  so  justly  collected 
the  praise  of  all  ages ;  for,  though  I  read  these  with  more 
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admiration  and  astonishment,  I  still  read  Herodotus, 
Thucydides,  and  Xenophon,  with  more  amusement  and 
more  satisfaction.”  And  to  Plutarch  he  paid  the  greatest 
tribute  at  his  command,  when  he  wrote,  “I  have  not  read 
even  Lucian  himself  with  more  delight  than  Plutarch.” 
When  this  mood  was  upon  him,  he  accused  Hesiod  as  well 
as  Homer  of  perverting  and  confusing,  perhaps  uncon¬ 
sciously,  “the  records  of  antiquity,”  and  put  the  elder 
Pliny  at  the  head  of  writers  who  lie  for  the  lie’s  sake, 
attempting  ‘  ‘  to  impose  the  most  monstrous  improbabilities 
and  absurdities  upon  their  readers  on  their  own  authority.” 
And  Aristophanes,  whose  works  he  once  thought  of  trans¬ 
lating,  he  eventually  classed  with  Rabelais  as  two  writers 
whose  “design  appears  to  me  very  plainly  to  have  been  to 
ridicule  all  sobriety,  modesty,  decency,  virtue,  and  religion 
out  of  the  world.  ’  ’ 

Three  or  four  of  the  ancients  whose  acquaintance  Field¬ 
ing  made  at  Eton,  he  never  turned  against  in  any  mood. 
Aristotle,  whom  he  was  fond  of  quoting,  may  have  been  a 
later  discovery ;  but  Plato,  a  book  of  his  youth,  he  took  with 
him  on  his  last  voyage.  His  quotations  from  Cicero  were 
never  ending.  The  vituperation  of  Cicero ’s  orations  seems 
to  have  had  no  interest  for  him;  but  Cicero’s  critical  and 
philosophical  writings  became  the  very  warp  and  woof  of 
his  thinking.  To  cite  an  instance  or  two,  “Cicero  de 
Oratore,”  with  its  disquisitions  on  wit,  humour,  and  ridi¬ 
cule,  contributed  directly  to  his  mature  views  on  these 
subjects ;  and  when  sickness  and  poverty  pressed  upon  him, 
he  sat  down  and  read  quietly,  says  Arthur  Murphy,  “Cicero 
de  Consolatione.  ’  ’  Finally,  there  was  Lucian— ‘  ‘  the  incom¬ 
parable  Lucian,”  whose  dialogues  had  been  in  the  Eton 
collections  for  a  century.  Lucian  he  joined  with  Cervantes 
and  Swift,  as  “the  great  triumvirate” — “the  great  mas¬ 
ters  ”  who  “  sent  their  satire  .  .  .  laughinginto  the  world.” 
Lucian,  first  read  in  extracts  at  school,  he  studied  above  all 
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other  writers.  At  one  time  he  projected  with  the  Rev. 
William  Young  (the  original  of  Parson  Adams),  a  trans¬ 
lation  of  Lucian ’s  complete  works ;  he  directly  imitated  him 
in  the  best  Lucian  dialogue  of  modern  times ;  and  more  to 
the  point,  formed  his  style,  as  Swift  had  done  before  him, 
upon  the  ancient  master  of  irony. 

It  is  marvellous  that  Fielding  got  so  much  out  of  Eton. 
A  curriculum  such  as  he  was  put  through  often  awakens 
dislike,  even  hatred,  of  the  authors  studied  at  school, 
minutely  sentence  by  sentence,  line  by  line.  But  Fielding 
possessed  that  curiosity  which  distinguishes  genius  from 
commonplace  minds.  A  passage  from  Horace,  Virgil, 
Homer,  or  the  Greek  Testament  became  his  own  by  commit¬ 
ting  it  to  memory.  An  extract  from  Plato,  Cicero,  or  Lucian 
led  him  to  read  long  stretches  in  these  authors,  until  he 
found  himself  in  the  midst  of  the  “vast,  luxuriant  stores” 
of  ancient  learning.  His  curiosity  then  carried  him  into  the 
modern  literatures,  into  French  and  Italian,  into  English 
from  Shakespeare  down  through  Milton  to  his  own  times, 
to  Pope,  Swift,  Addison,  and,  as  we  shall  see,  to  the  mere 
scribblers  of  the  age.  From  childhood  onward  he  also  read 
the  fiction,  histories,  and  books  of  devotion  common  in 
country  households  of  the  period.  He  mentions  especially 
“Guy  of  Warwick,”  “Argalus  and  Parthenia,”  and  “The 
Seven  Champions  of  Christendom,” — all  of  which  then 
circulated  as  chapbooks.  The  “great  favourite”  of  his 
youth,  he  said  expressly,  was  Baker’s  “Chronicle  of  the 
Kings  of  England,”  which  “lay  open  in  the  hall  window” 
for  children  to  read.  This  book  he  kept  by  him,  and  late  in 
life  wrote  amusing  parodies  of  its  wonderful  incidents. 
“The  Imitation  of  Christ”  he  merely  alludes  to  in  one  of 
his  many  references  to  the  Bible,  which  he  knew  thoroughly 
in  the  English  version,  to  say  nothing  of  his  acquaintance 
with  the  New  Testament  in  Latin  and  Greek  by  the  time 
he  left  school.  “The  Whole  Duty  of  Man,”  if  he  had  not 
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met  with  it  in  his  mother’s  library,  he  came  to  know  at 
Eton;  for  it  was  then  the  custom  to  assemble  the  boys — 
both  collegers  and  oppidans — every  Sunday  afternoon  to 
listen  to  an  hour’s  reading  from  this  very  pious  treatise 
written  by  a  former  Provost  of  Eton. 

From  all  this  it  should  not  be  inferred  that  Fielding  was 
one  of  those  hoys  who  are  always  poring  over  books  away 
from  their  fellows.  As  we  know  him  in  mature  life,  he  was 
the  most  companionable  of  men,  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  he  was  different  in  his  youth.  He  was  a  full- 
blooded  boy  of  the  kind  certain  to  take  an  active  part  in 
the  sports  at  Eton,  such  as  trapball,  swimming,  and  an  . 
occasional  cockfight.  In  one  of  his  rare  references  to  his 
schooldays,  he  recalls  how,  “with  true  Spartan  devotion,” 
he  had  often  sacrificed  his  blood  in  the  interests  of  learning 
upon  the  “birchen  altar”  set  up  by  the  masters.  The 
“birchen  altar,”  a  famous  institution  at  Eton,  was  an 
unpretentious  pair  of  movable  steps  kept  in  a  room  off 
from  the  library  for  uses  that  made  the  boys  shudder.  To 
complete  the  account  of  Fielding’s  schooldays,  we  must 
think  of  him  as  sometimes  kneeling  on  the  lower  step  of 
this  altar  with  hands  down  as  Dr.  Bland  applies  the  birch 
and  the  praeposters  stand  by  as  witnesses  to  the  punish¬ 
ment  for  the  young  man’s  neglect  of  his  lessons  or  his  going 
beyond  the  bounds  fixed  by  the  school.  Dr.  Bland  was  so 
skilled  a  hand  at  the  birch  that  the  culprit  always  felt 
a  recurrence  of  the  old  tingling  sensations  along  his 
posteriors  whenever  he  thought  of  Eton.* 

Probably  genius  should  always  be  allowed  to  go  its  own 
way  and  take  the  consequences.  But  it  was  very  unfortu¬ 
nate  for  Fielding’s  subsequent  happiness,  whatever  may 
have  been  the  gain  for  literature,  that  the  strong  hand  which 

*For  Eton  in  the  eighteenth  century,  see  H.  C.  Maxwell  Lyte,  “A  History 
of  Eton  College,”  London,  1889.  Copies  of  the  Latin  and  Greek  collections 
then  in  use  at  Eton  are  in  the  Library  of  Yale  University. 
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had  kept  him  at  his  hooks  while  at  Eton  was  not  held  over 
him  for  a  few  years  more.  He  ought  to  have  gone  at  once, 
prudence  says,  to  the  university,  as  would  have  happened 
under  the  advice  of  a  wise  guardian.  But  owing  to  the 
advancing  age  of  his  grandmother,  he  really  became  his  own 
master,  free  to  follow  his  own  inclinations  without  the 
check  of  practical  wisdom.  Having  satisfied  his  immediate 
curiosity  about  books,  he  was  now  curious  to  know  life 
directly.  On  the  kind  of  mistake  which  he  then  made,  he 
afterwards  commented  when  describing  the  career  of  Mr. 
Wilson  in  “Joseph  Andrews. ’ ’  “Being  a  forward  youth,” 
Mr.  Wilson  there  says,  “I  was  extremely  impatient  to  be  in 
the  world:  for  which  I  thought  my  parts,  knowledge,  and 
manhood,  thoroughly  qualified  me.  And  to  this  early  intro¬ 
duction  into  life,  without  a  guide,  I  impute  all  my  future 
misfortunes;  for,  besides  the  obvious  mischiefs  which  at¬ 
tend  this,  there  is  one  which  hath  not  been  so  generally 
observed:  the  first  impression  which  mankind  receives  of 
you  will  be  very  difficult  to  eradicate.  How  unhappy,  there¬ 
fore,  must  it  be  to  fix  your  character  in  life,  before  you  can 
possibly  know  its  value,  or  weigh  the  consequences  of  those 
actions  which  are  to  establish  your  future  reputation!” 
When  Fielding  thus  left  Eton,  not  later  than  the  summer  of 
1725,  to  mix  with  the  world,  he  was  a  very  handsome  boy  of 
happy  temperament,  physically  perfect  like  the  young  men 
in  his  novels.  In  stature  he  was  rising  above  six  feet,  with 
broad  shoulders,  and  strong  and  well-proportioned  arms 
and  legs.  His  brown  hair  was  doubtless  worn  long  as  was 
then  the  custom  among  schoolboys.  His  forehead  was  high, 
his  eyes  dark,  and  his  nose  “a  little  inclined  to  the  Roman.” 
It  was  a  wonderful  face  in  which  brilliant  eyes  and  cheeks 
radiant  with  health  gave  immediate  response  to  the 
unregulated  emotions  of  love,  tenderness,  and  anger. 
Despite  his  large  physique,  he  was  graceful  in  all  his  move- 
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ments ;  he  dressed  with  perfect  neatness ;  and  was  withal 
provided  with  a  valet  or  man-servant. 

For  a  year  or  more  Fielding  and  his  man — whose  name 
was  Joseph  Lewis — probably  roamed  about  in  the  West, 
with  perhaps  occasional  visits  to  London.  In  the  autumn 
of  1725,  they  were  staying  at  Lyme  Regis,  a  picturesque 
little  town  of  West  Dorset  running  down  the  hills  to  the 
sea — a  good  distance  away  from  Salisbury  and  Lady  Gould. 
Fielding,  then  in  his  nineteenth  year,  the  down  not  yet  off 
his  cheek,  had  been  drawn  to  Lyme  Regis  by  the  wealth  and 
beauty  of  Miss  Sarah  Andrew,  a  slip  of  a  girl  only  fifteen 
years  old.  Miss  Andrew  belonged  to  a  family  of  successful 
merchants  in  the  town,  with  a  seat  at  Shapwick,  “beauti¬ 
fully  situated  in  a  sequestered  valley,”  on  the  Stour,  near 
Blandford.  The  estate,  once  belonging  to  Ne  wen  ham 
Abbey  in  the  adjoining  county  of  Devon,  passed  after  the 
dissolution  of  the  monasteries  to  the  noble  family  of  Petre, 
from  whom  it  was  purchased  by  Sarah’s  great-grandfather, 
Solomon  Andrew,  “three  times,”  says  the  inscription  on 
his  tombstone,  “Mayor  of  Lyme  Regis.”  Her  father,  also 
named  Solomon,  was  the  last  in  the  male  line  to  reach 
maturity.  And  when  Fielding  entered  upon  the  scene,  not 
only  were  Miss  Andrew’s  father  and  mother  both  dead, 
but  by  the  death  of  two  brothers  she  had  fallen  heir  to  the 
family  wealth. 

Like  Fielding’s,  the  estate  of  Miss  Andrew  was  held  in 
trust  for  her  by  her  uncle  Andrew  Tucker  of  Lyme  Regis 
and  Ambrose  Rhodes  of  Modbury  in  South  Devon.  At  that 
time  Mr.  Tucker  was  a  member  of  the  corporation,  and  soon 
became  mayor  of  the  town.  As  one  of  her  guardians,  he 
took  the  orphan  into  his  own  home  where  he  could  watch 
over  her  with  a  view  to  her  marriage,  as  soon  as  she  should 
reach  the  proper  age,  to  his  son  John,  a  young  man  twenty- 
four  years  old,  destined  to  become,  like  his  father,  mayor 
of  Lyme  Regis.  Mr.  Rhodes  likewise  had  a  son  Ambrose, 
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a  student  at  Oxford,  to  whom  he  wished  to  marry  the 
heiress.  In  these  circumstances,  Fielding  came  to  Lyme 
Regis  as  Miss  Andrew’s  third  suitor,  and  settled  down 
there  with  his  man  in  close  siege  of  her  heart.  There  must 
have  been  before  this  some  love  passages  between  Henry 
and  Sarah,  although  the  story  gives  no  account  of  these 
secret  things.  If  the  genealogists  speak  true,  Davidge 
Gould  had  married  the  sister  of  Miss  Andrew’s  mother. 
Hence  the  girl  would  naturally  visit  her  aunt  at  Sharpham 
Park  and  perhaps  Lady  Gould  at  Salisbury,  where,  at  one 
place  or  the  other,  Henry  had  an  opportunity  to  fall  upon 
his  knees  before  the  charming  heiress.  Very  likely  she 
was  hurried  home  to  be  out  of  her  lover’s  way  and  he 
immediately  followed  her. 

After  he  reached  Lyme  Regis,  the  situation  grew  more 
and  more  desperate  owing  to  the  closer  guard  then  kept 
over  Miss  Andrew.  At  last  nothing  remained  hut  an 
abduction — a  not  uncommon  way  of  getting  a  wife  in  the 
eighteenth  century, — which  was  carefully  planned  by  Field¬ 
ing  and  his  man,  probably  with  the  consent  of  Miss  Andrew. 
So  on  a  Sunday  while  Miss  Andrew  was  on  her  way  to 
church  towards  the  eastern  edge  of  the  town,  Fielding  and 
his  man  Lewis  attempted  to  carry  her  off  by  force.  Mr. 
Tucker  rescued  her  only  after  a  good  beating  in  which  he 
was  bruised  and  perhaps  maimed.  Thereupon,  as  recorded 
in  the  Registry  Book  of  Lyme  Regis  under  date  of 
November  14,  1725,  he  summoned  Fielding  and  his  man 
before  Mayor  John  Bowdidge,  who  bound  them  over  to 
keep  the  peace  so  long  as  they  should  remain  in  the  town. 
Mr.  Tucker  was  in  fear,  he  declared,  not  merely  of  bodily 
harm  but  of  his  life  from  these  dangerous  men.  And  that 
Miss  Andrew  herself  might  be  safe,  she  was  quietly 
removed  by  Mr.  Tucker  to  Mbdbury  and  placed  under  the 
surveillance  of  Mr.  Rhodes,  her  other  guardian.  But  Mr. 
Tucker  evidently  had  not  been  let  into  the  secret  designs 
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of  his  colleague,  who  married  her  the  next  year  to  his  own 
son  Ambrose,  fresh  from  Oxford.  As  Mrs.  Rhodes,  she 
became  the  ancestor  of  a  well-known  family  of  physicians 
and  divines.  Her  portrait  as  she  was  in  youth  long  hung, 
it  is  said,  at  Bellair  near  Exeter,  one  of  the  family  seats ; 
and  was  pointed  out  to  visitors  as  the  original  of  Sophia 
Western.  The  identification,  as  will  be  seen  later,  was 
mistaken,  except  in  so  far  as  Miss  Andrew  and  Miss 
Western  were  both  beautiful  young  women  of  nearly  the 
same  age.* 

Fielding  must  have  felt  some  satisfaction  when  he  heard 
that  the  Tuckers  complained  because  they  had  been  “tricked 
out  of  the  heiress.”  His  main  feeling,  however,  was  dis¬ 
appointment  at  the  loss  of  Miss  Andrew  and  her  fortune. 
Assuming  the  role  of  “an  injured  lover,”  he  consoled 
himself  by  modernizing  in  burlesque  verse  a  long  stretch 
of  Juvenal’s  “Sixth  Satire”  on  the  disloyalties  of  women. 
Years  afterwards,  when  Miss  Andrew  had  become  a  mere 
memory,  he  reworked  the  poem,  adding  humorous  notes 
in  Latin  and  English,  and  included  it  among  his  “Mis¬ 
cellanies.”  The  poem  contains  occasional  clever  lines  in 
Hudibrastic  metre,  such  as — 

What,  wilt  thou  wear  the  marriage  chain, 

While  one  whole  halter  doth  remain — 

but  its  main  interest  lies  in  the  fact  that  it  is  the  earliest 
extant  piece  of  writing  from  the  pen  of  Henry  Fielding. 
If  married  life  is  so  unhappy  as  it  is  here  made  out  to  be, 
it  is  well  that  Fielding  did  not  wed  Miss  Andrew,  who  shut 
her  gate  “  ’gainst  old  acquaintance.”  It  is  well,  too,  on 

*  G.  Roberts,  “The  History  of  Lyme  Regis,”  Sherborne,  1823,  pp.  179-180; 
J.  Davidson,  “The  History  of  Newenham  Abbey,”  London,  1843,  pp.  163- 
167;  J.  Hutchins,  “History  and  Antiquities  of  Dorset,”  third  edition,  1863, 
II,  37-80;  J.  Burke,  “Landed  Gentry”  under  Gould,  and  “History  of  the 
Commoners  of  Great  Britain,”  1838,  III,  566-571;  and  A.  Dobson,  “Henry 
Fielding,”  1900,  pp.  277-285. 
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other  grounds,  for  Fielding,  once  at  Shapwick,  would  have 
settled  down  as  a  country  gentleman ;  and  there  would  have 
been  no  “Tom  Jones.” 

Fielding  is  not  heard  of  again  until  late  in  January,  1728, 
when  he  was  in  London,  publishing  a  poem  called  “The 
Masquerade”  and  preparing  his  first  comedy — “Love  in 
Several  Masques” — for  the  stage.  There  is  evidence  in 
the  play  that  he  had  not  wasted  his  time  since  leaving  Eton, 
notwithstanding  the  escapade  at  Lyme  Eegis.  It  may  be 
that  he  had  been  nibbling,  as  his  grandmother  would  wish, 
at  the  law ;  for  he  had  already  acquired  a  ready  knowledge 
of  legal  phrases  and  was  familiar  with  court  proceedings. 
He  was  still  reading  the  ancient  classics — Plato,  Aristotle, 
Cicero,  Seneca,  and  Epictetus ;  and  at  the  same  time  he  was 
amused  by  the  satire  of  Swift,  which  was  reaching  its 
height  in  “Gulliver’s  Travels,”  and  he  had  just  discovered 
Cervantes,  the  greatest  single  influence  upon  him  after 
Lucian.  Looking  backward,  he  had  not  forgotten  the  dul- 
ness,  prolixity,  and  expense  of  Chancery  suits,  to  which  he 
makes  allusion;  and  the  more  romantic  situation  in  his 
comedy  reflects  with  variations  the  affair  with  Miss  Andrew. 

A  beautiful  heiress  named  Helena  (you  see  how  closely 
Fielding  follows  his  own  experience  in  this  episode  of  the 
play)  is  left  a  ward  to  her  uncle  Sir  Positive  Trap,  a 
country  gentleman  proud  and  surly  of  temper.  She  is 
desperately  in  love  with  Merital,  against  whom  her 
guardian  can  urge  nothing  except  his  small  estate.  This 
objection  to  the  match  is  quite  sufficient,  however,  from  Sir 
Positive ’s  point  of  view ;  and  every  means  is  taken  to  keep 
the  lovers  apart  and  to  marry  Helena  off  to  a  suitor  in 
keeping  with  her  comfortable  fortune.  In  a  scene  of  the 
second  Act,  Sir  Positive  and  Lady  Trap  are  trying  to  force 
upon  her  Sir  Apish  Simple : 

“Hel.  Don’t  teaze  me  so,  dear  uncle.  I  can  never  like 
a  fool,  I  abhor  a  fop. 
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Sir  Pos.  But  there  are  three  thousand  pounds  a  year, 
and  a  title.  Do  you  abhor  those,  hussy? 

Hel.  His  estate  I  don’t  want,  and  his  title  I  despise. 

Sir  Pos.  Very  tine !  very  fine !  Despise  a  title !  Hussy, 
you  are  no  Trap.  Oons !  I  believe  you  are  no  woman  either. 
What,  wou’d  you  take  a  scandalous,  sneaking  Mister?  one 
who  can’t  make  you  a  lady? 

Hel.  Since  nothing  else  will  do,  I  am  engaged  by  all  the 
strength  of  vows  and  honour. 

Sir  Pos.  Engaged !  Why,  was  not  the  Widow  Jilt 
engaged  to  Mr.  Gtoodland,  and  left  him  immediately  on  the 
arrival  of  Sir  Harry  Rich,  whom  she  left  again  for  my  Lord 
Richmore?  Never  tell  me  of  engagements,  contracts,  and 
I  don’t  know  what.  Mere  hug-bears  to  frighten  children 
with;  all  women  of  sense  laugh  at  them.  You  are  no  more 
obliged  to  stand  to  your  word  when  you  have  promised  a 
man  than  when  you  have  refused  him.  The  law  dissolves 
all  contracts  without  a  valuable  consideration ;  or,  if  it  did 
not,  a  valuable  consideration  would  dissolve  the  law.” 

In  the  end,  Merital  wins  Helena  by  a  trick;  whereupon 
Sir  Positive  rushes  upon  the  stage  furious,  exclaiming,  as 
he  points  to  Mental’s  neck:  “She  is  an  heiress,  and  you 
are  guilty  of  felony,  and  shall  be  hanged,  with  the  whole 
company,  your  abettors.” 

After  this  fashion  Fielding,  by  a  mere  change  in  the 
conclusion,  adjusted  his  own  romance  to  the  exigencies  of 
the  stage.  In  further  memory  of  Miss  Andrew  he  chose  as 
the  motto  of  his  comedy  when  he  published  it  two  lines  from 
the  “Sixth  Satire”  of  Juvenal: 

Nec  Veneris  pharetris  macer  est,  nee  lampade  fervet; 

Inde  faces  ardent ;  veniunt  a  dote  sagittae — 

which  he  had  rendered  in  his  burlesque  a  year  or  two  before : 

Venus  ne’er  shot  at  him  an  arrow, 

Her  fortune  darted  through  his  marrow. 
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Finally  in  closing  the  play,  he  made  a  handsome  apology 
to  the  ladies  for  his  satire  upon  their  follies,  saying  through 
Wisemore  as  the  company  advances:  “And  now,  ladies, 
I  think  myself  bound  to  a  solemn  recantation  of  every 
slander  I  have  thrown  upon  your  sex :  for  I  am  convinced, 
that  our  complaints  against  you  flow  generally  (if  not 
always)  more  from  our  want  of  merit  than  your  want  of 
justice.” 

In  this  mood  he  addressed  a  very  pretty  poem,  not  printed 
for  many  years,  to  Euthalia,  someone  who  had  taken  the 
place  of  Sarah  Andrew  among  the  Sapphos  and  Rosalindas 
he  had  met  since  coming  to  London : 

Burning  with  love,  tormented  with  despair, 

Unable  to  forget  or  ease  his  care ; 

In  vain  each  practis ’d  art  Alexis  tries ; 

In  vain  to  books,  to  wine  or  women  flies ; 

Each  brings  Euthalia ’s  image  to  his  eyes. 

In  Lock’s  or  Newton’s  page  her  learning  glows; 

Dryden  the  sweetness  of  her  numbers  shews ; 

In  all  their  various  excellence  I  find 
The  various  beauties  of  her  perfect  mind. 

How  vain  in  wine  a  short  relief  I  boast ! 

Each  sparkling  glass  recalls  my  charming  toast. 

To  women  then  successless  I  repair, 

Engage  the  young,  the  witty,  and  the  fair. 

When  Sappho’s  wit  each  envious  breast  alarms, 

And  Rosalinda  looks  ten  thousand  charms ; 

In  vain  to  them  my  restless  thoughts  would  run ; 

Like  fairest  stars,  they  show  the  absent  sun.* 

In  order  to  bring  out  his  play,  it  was  of  course  necessary 
for  Fielding  to  come  up  to  London  the  previous  autumn. 
Indeed,  he  refers  incidentally  to  the  coronation  of  George 
the  Second,  which  occurred  on  October  11,  1727.  He  must 
also  have  been  in  London  during  the  dramatic  season  of 
1726-1727,  else  he  could  not  have  acquired  the  knowledge 

*“  Miscellanies,  ’  ’  1743,  I,  71. 
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of  the  town  which  he  was  displaying.  Clearly  the  young 
man  had  been  drifting  for  some  time  away  from  his  grand¬ 
mother  to  a  father  who  lived  amid  more  exciting  scenes 
than  were  afforded  by  Salisbury.  The  London  with  which 
he  came  into  closest  contact  comprised  Covent  Garden  and 
its  neighbourhood,  stretching  off  to  the  west  through 
Leicester  Square  and  the  Haymarket  to  the  Mall  and  St. 
James’s  Park.  This  was  the  theatrical  district  and  the 
centre  of  fashion  and  dissipation.  Covent  Garden,  it  ought 
to  be  said,  was  a  spacious  square  sometimes  called  the 
Piazza,  but  this  name  was  more  definitely  given  to  the 
central  building  with  a  piazza  or  arcade  running  round  it 
as  an  ornament  and  a  protection  to  the  public  and  the  shop¬ 
keepers.  The  Piazza  was  the  rendezvous  of  beaus  or 
pretty  gentlemen  and  women  of  pleasure,  who  walked  the 
arcades.  Here,  too,  were  the  auction  rooms  and  china  shops 
in  which  fashionable  ladies  and  the  fine  gentlemen  of  the 
period  met  for  intrigue  under  the  cover  of  some  slight 
purchase.  In  Covent  Garden  and  the  streets  leading  from 
it  were  the  coffee-houses — the  Bedford,  Will’s,  King’s, 
Tom’s,  Button’s,  Old  Slaughter’s,  and  many  others, — where 
men  went  to  read  the  newspapers,  discuss  politics,  religion, 
and  current  plays,  or  to  talk  nonsense  or  to  gamble.  At 
the  best  of  them,  like  the  Bedford,  one  was  sure  to  meet 
very  good  company  among  wits  and  scholars.  The  square 
was  surrounded  by  taverns  and  night-houses,  in  the  midst 
of  which  lived  the  theatrical  people,  sleeping  in  lodgings, 
and  dining  on  sixpence  or  a  shilling.  The  favourite  drinks 
were  rack-punch,  gin,  and  champagne  if  one  could  pay  for 
it.  Needless  to  say,  it  was  an  unmoral  world.  Within  the 
very  precincts  of  Covent  Garden,  duels  were  sometimes 
fought  instead  of  in  Hyde  Park.  We  read  of  a  good  one  at 
the  Shakespeare’s  Head  between  the  Honourable  Mr. 
Stanhope  (M.  P.  for  Derby  and  youngest  brother  of  Lord 
Chesterfield)  and  Lord  Southwell  of  the  kingdom  of 
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Ireland.  Mr.  Stanhope,  said  the  newspapers,  received  a 
thrust  in  the  right  side  which  went  through  to  the  hack; 
and  yet  he  managed  somehow  to  live.  It  was  all  over  a 
marriage  contract.  Though  the  streets  of  London  were 
'  elsewhere  but  poorly  provided  with  lamps,  the  resorts  in 
Covent  Garden  were  kept  ablaze  from  midnight  until 
morning.  Such  was  the  paradise  of  London  when  his 
Majesty  George  the  Second  began  his  reign. 

Hovering  about  this  earthly  paradise  in  garrets,  along 
the  Strand  and  Fleet  Street,  was  a  vast  army  of  hack¬ 
writers,  estimated  at  four  thousand.  Further  away,  along 
the  Thames,  were  the  pleasure  gardens,  famous  for  their 
ridottos  al  fresco,  or  masquerade  balls,  which  broke  up 
at  three  or  four  o’clock  in  the  morning.  On  one  occasion 
“his  Eoyal  Highness  and  several  noblemen,”  we  read, 
went  in  at  ten  o’clock,  and  presumably  stayed  through  it 
all.  Among  families  in  Soho  Square  and  to  the  west,  the 
most  fashionable  forms  of  entertainment  were  the  various 
sorts  of  assemblies  that  passed  under  the  names  of  drums, 
drum-majors,  routes,  and  hurricanes,  of  which  the  hurri¬ 
canes,  it  is  said,  were  “fullest  of  company,  noise,  and 
nonsense,  ’  ’  though  all  were  ‘  ‘  full  of  gaming  tables.  ’  ’  These 
were  the  places  where  women,  married  and  unmarried,  met 
their  fate. 

It  was  for  this  London  that  Fielding,  still  a  ward  in 
Chancery,  left  his  grandmother  at  Salisbury.  It  has  often 
been  repeated,  on  the  authority  of  Arthur  Murphy,  that 
he  now  plunged  headlong  into  the  dissipations  of  the  town. 
This  statement  is  rather  misleading.  The  plunge,  so  far 
as  it  was  ever  taken,  was  not  yet.  At  first  Fielding  entered 
upon  London  life  as  an  observer,  though  in  the  end  he  very 
properly  became  a  part  of  it.  He  had  formed  a  serious 
purpose  of  making  his  way  in  the  world  through  literature 
and  had  turned  to  the  drama  as  the  most  profitable.  To 
help  him  on,  his  father  promised  him  an  allowance  of  £200 
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a  year,  ‘  ‘  which,  ’  ’  Fielding  said  in  his  disappointment,  ‘ 1  any 
body  might  pay  that  would.”  Better  than  that  half- 
fulfilled  promise  was  the  patronage  of  Lady  Mary  Wortley 
Montagu,  once  the  friend  of  Pope,  and  easily  the  most 
intellectual  woman  of  the  period.  Lady  Mary,  who  was 
Fielding’s  second  cousin  by  descent  from  the  third  Earl 
of  Denbigh,  was  captivated  by  her  kinsman  as  he  appeared 
in  his  youth — with  his  magnificent  physique,  his  wit  and 
humour,  his  high  spirits,  and  his  joy  of  life,  which,  she  said, 
should  have  made  him  immortal.  She  read  the  sketch  of 
his  comedy  in  manuscript,  suggested  changes,  and  encour¬ 
aged  him  to  complete  it.  Largely  if  not  entirely  through 
her  influence  it  reached  the  stage,  where  it  was  “twice 
honoured”  by  her  presence.  The  play,  laid  amid  the  new 
life  to  which  Fielding  had  come  fresh  from  the  country, 
opens  on  a  morning  with  a  conversation  under  the  Piazza 
between  two  young  gentlemen  who  have  not  yet  forgotten 
the  champagne  of  the  night  before ;  then  the  scene  shifts  to 
the  house  of  a  town  lady  and  afterwards  to  the  house  of  a 
country  gentleman  who  has  settled  in  London  to  marry  off 
his  niece.  The  characters  meet  in  St.  James’s  Park;  and 
the  duel,  had  it  come  off,  would  have  been  fought  in  Hyde 
Park.  Not  knowing  very  well  the  life  he  depicted,  Fielding 
looked  upon  it  with  a  sort  of  wonder  and  hesitancy,  con¬ 
trasting  the  manners  of  the  town  with  those  of  the  country 
in  pleasant  ridicule  of  both.  He  had  watched  ladies  “swim 
a  minuet”  and  sit  at  the  gaming  table  all  night.  They 
dressed  like  men,  he  remarked,  “in  paduasoy  coats  and 
breeches”;  whereas  the  beaus  in  their  smart  toupees 
looked  for  all  the  world  exactly  like  women. 

The  dramatic  display  which  Fielding  saw  was  memorable 
for  the  production  of  “The  Beggar’s  Opera”  at  the  Theatre 
in  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields,  over  which  presided  John  Rich, 
the  famous  Harlequin.  No  entertainment  on  the  English 
stage  had  ever  equalled  in  popularity  Gay’s  opera.  From 

58 


YOUTH  AND  EDUCATION 

» 

its  first  performance  on  January  29,  1728,  it  ran  for  sixty- 
three  nights  before  the  season  was  over,  engrossing,  said 
Fielding,  “the  whole  talk  and  admiration  of  the  town,” 
and  accompanied,  according  to  the  newspapers,  by  a  great 
number  of  violent  crimes  such  as  the  robbery  of  Sir  Gilbert 
Heathcote,  the  father  of  the  city.  For  the  time  being,  Gay’s 
“Newgate  Pastoral,”  as  it  was  called,  totally  eclipsed  the 
Italian  opera,  which  for  some  years  had  been  the  delight 
of  the  world  of  fashion  at  the  Opera  House,  or  the  King’s 
Theatre,  in  the  Haymarket.  In  February  Handel  brought 
out  there  his  “Siroe,”  which  was  replaced  two  months  later 
by  his  ‘  ‘  Tolomeo,  ’  ’  containing  the  sentimental  echo  song — 
“Dite,  che  fa,  dov’e,  l’idolo  miof” — sung  by  Cuzzoni  upon 
the  stage  and  repeated  by  Senisino  behind  the  scenes.  But 
artificial  love  songs  in  the  Italian  language,  though  as 
beautiful  as  this  one,  could  not  withstand  the  music  of  the 
old  English  jigs  and  folksongs  which  Dr.  Pepusch  so  finely 
adapted  to  Gay’s  words.  In  the  end  Italian  opera  went 
down  to  disaster;  and  Handel’s  wonderful  company  of 
singers  was  forced  to  disband  and  return  to  Italy.  On  the 
other  hand,  Miss  Fenton,  the  original  Polly  Peachum  in 
Gay’s  opera,  eloped  with  the  Duke  of  Bolton  and  afterwards 
married  his  lordship. 

On  nights  when  there  was  no  Italian  opera,  the  King’s 
Theatre  was  given  over  to  masquerades  under  the  direction 
of  Count  Heidegger.  This  man — John  James  Heidegger — 
who  claimed  to  be  a  Swiss  t)v  birth,  had  been  long  settled 
in  London  as  the  associate  of  Handel  in  establishing  the 
Italian  opera  on  the  London  stage.  He  enjoyed  the  repu¬ 
tation  of  being  in  features  the  ugliest  person  in  all  England. 
There  is  a  story  that  Lord  Chesterfield  on  one  occasion 
betted  that  he  could  produce  an  uglier  face.  When  he  con¬ 
fronted  Heidegger  with  a  hideous  old  woman,  the  bet  hung 
in  the  balance  until  the  Count  snatched  off  her  headdress 
and  threw  it  over  himself ;  whereupon  the  spectators  agreed 
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that  his  lordship  had  lost  the  wager.  xVll  who  wish  to  view 
that  monstrous  face,  may  see  it  in  Hogarth’s  print  of 
“ Heidegger  in  a  Rage.”  The  master  of  the  revels  at  the 
Opera  House  nevertheless  possessed  a  pleasing  address 
and  a  degree  of  ready  wit  which,  combined  with  other 
qualities,  were  sufficient  to  give  him  the  title  of  “Count” 
by  courtesy  and  to  make  him  a  favourite  with  the  fashion¬ 
able  world,  including  the  King  himself.  In  those  days 
there  were  masquerades  everywhere,  but  Heidegger’s  were 
the  most  frequented  by  the  upper  classes;  they  were  the 
most  notorious  and  the  most  scandalous. 

Like  everybody  else  who  could  afford  it,  Fielding  at¬ 
tended  Heidegger’s  masquerades,  and  found  in  them  what 
others  missed — inspiration  for  a  poem.  “The  Mas¬ 
querade,”  which  he  then  wrote,  is  an  amusing  burlesque 
purporting  to  come  from  the  pen  of  “Lemuel  Gulliver, 
Poet  Laureat  to  the  King  of  Lilliput.”  Much  as  the 
author’s  adaptation  of  the  “Sixth  Satire”  of  Juvenal,  the 
humorous  piece  is  composed  in  the  mock  style  of  Butler 
or  Swift,  and  is  inscribed,  in  the  fashion  of  the  period,  to 
“C — T  H--D-G-R.”  This  poem,  written  under  the 
shadow  of  the  great  Swift  and  published  on  the  initial  day 
of  “The  Beggar’s  Opera,”  was,  so  far  as  is  known,  the  first 
effort  of  his  talent  that  Fielding  gave  to  the  town.*  The 
story  which  he  cleverly  tells  in  verse  is  of  “  a  young,  smart, 
dapper  man  of  quality”  who  puts  on  the  shabby  dress  of 
a  poor  poet  and  takes  a  chair  to  the  masquerade.  While 
he  stands  lost  in  amazement  at  the  strange  sight  of  Quakers 
dancing  and  grave  churchmen  at  play  for  high  stakes,  and 
reflects  that  everybody  is  masking  the  face  in  order  to 
unmask  the  mind,  Calliope  in  a  velvet  hood  comes  up  and 
taps  him  on  the  shoulder  and  tells  him  what  it  all  means — 
where  those  cardinals  and  judges,  nuns  and  shepherdesses, 

*“The  Craftsman”  for  Saturday,  Jan.  27,  announces  that  it  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  on  the  following  Monday. 
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may  be  found  after  the  masquerade  is  over.  When  he  sees 
Count  Heidegger  advance,  he  inquires  how  it  could  ever 
occur  to  anyone  to  devise  so  horrible  a  masque ;  and  when 
told  that  Dame  Nature  gave  him  that  face,  he  remarks: 

...  as  Mulciber  was  driy’n 
Headlong,  for ’s  ugliness,  from  heav  ’n  ■ 

So,  for  his  ugliness  more  fell, 

Was  H-d-g-r  toss’d  out  of  hell, 

And,  in  return,  by  Satan  made 
First  minister  of’s  masquerade. 

An  excellent  company  was  playing  every  night  at  the 
Theatre-Royal  in  Drury  Lane,  then  under  the  skilful 
management  of  Colley  Cibber,  with  whom  were  associated 
Robert  Wilks  and  Barton  Booth.  For  political  reasons, 
we  may  surmise,  Cibber  refused  “The  Beggar’s  Opera” 
when  Gray  offered  it  to  him,  and  proceeded  to  prepare  for 
his  company  “The  Provoked  Husband,”  a  very  brilliant 
comedy  left  incomplete  by  Vanbrugh.  Though  the  play  did 
not  have  the  immense  run  of  Gay’s  opera,  it  filled  the  house 
owing  to  the  wonderful  acting  of  Mrs.  Oldfield  in  the  part 
of  Lady  Townly.  In  “Tom  Jones”  Fielding  writes  as  if 
he  were  present  on  the  first  night — January  10 — when, 
according  to  Macklin,  Mrs.  Oldfield  appeared  to  rush  upon 
the  stage  in  full  consciousness  of  her  talent  and  beauty, 
and  as  Wilks  in  the  part  of  Lord  Townly  pronounced  the 
word  “prodigious”  in  the  first  scene,  the  audience  greeted 
the  word  with  a  storm  of  applause  as  applicable  to  the 
actress  herself.  So  it  went  on  for  twenty-eight  nights — 
with  some  disturbance  on  the  part  of  the  footmen  in  the 
gallery,  who  thought  the  piece  “low  stuff” — until  February 
12,  when  Mrs.  Oldfield  became  exhausted. 

Four  days  later,  on  Friday,  February  16,  1728,  the  com¬ 
pany  brought  out  Fielding’s  “Love  in  Several  Masques,”* 

*  The  playbill  is  given  in  “The  Daily  Post”  for  Feb.  16.  See  also  sub¬ 
sequent  issues  of  this  newspaper  and  of  “The  Country  Journal;  or,  The 
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and  repeated  the  performance  on  the  following  Saturday, 
Monday,  and  Tuesday,  when  it  gave  way  to  Congreve’s 
“Old  Bachelor.”  Monday  was  the  author’s  benefit  night. 
Before  the  week  was  over  “Mr.  Fielding”  published  his 
comedy,  with  a  dedication  to  Lady  Mary  Wortley  Montagu, 
whose  accurate  judgment  has  long  been  “the  glory  of  her 
own  sex  and  the  wonder  of  ours,  ’  ’  and  with  a  preface  giving 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  play  was  produced.  He 
thanked  Wilks  and  Cibber  for  “their  civil  and  kind 
behaviour  previous  to  its  representation”  and  especially 
Mrs.  Oldfield,  who,  though  indisposed  from  the  fatigues 
of  Lady  Townly,  consented  to  play  the  part  of  his  Lady 
Matchless.  Both  dedication  and  preface  are  in  admirable 
style.  Very  pretty  is  the  author’s  boast  “that  none  ever 
appeared  so  early  upon  the  stage,” — a  statement,  which, 
if  not  precisely  true,  reminds  us  that  Fielding  belongs 
to  the  precocious  group  of  Marlowe,  Congreve,  and  Far- 
quhar,  who  saw  their  plays  performed  while  they  were 
beardless  youths.  They  were  all  too  wise  for  their  years. 
Young  as  he  was,  Fielding  had  no  illusions  about  his  first 
trial  for  dramatic  fame.  He  called  attention,  it  is  true,  to 
the  fact  that  few  plays  had  “ever  adventured  into  the 
world  under  greater  disadvantages  than  this,”  since  it 
followed  “The  Provok’d  Husband”  and  came  into  direct 
competition  with  “The  Beggar’s  Opera”;  but  his  comedy 
was  well  cast ;  the  best  actors  did  all  they  could  for  it ;  and 
he  had  the  prestige  of  Mrs.  Oldfield’s  charm  and  power. 
All  circumstances  considered,  he  felt  that  his  play — the 
work  of  “a  raw  and  unexperienced  pen” — was  as  well 
received  as  its  merits  warranted. 

“Love  in  Several  Masques”  is  a  comedy  of  intrigue 
built  on  the  lines  of  Congreve,  with  whose  4  4  Love  for  Love  ’  ’ 

Craftsman.”  The  play  was  published  on  Feb.  23  by  John  Watts,  who  indicated 
in  his  advertisements  a  correction  to  be  made  in  the  preface.  There  was  a 
Dublin  reprint  the  same  year. 
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Fielding  gives  evidence  of  being  especially  familiar.  He 
was  also  reading  Moliere.  The  various  intrigues  of  the 
comedy  are  clever  enough,  but  there  are  too  many  of  them 
and  they  hang  together  loosely.  The  play  thus  hardly  fails 
in  structure  nor  does  it  quite  succeed.  The  characters  were 
selected  from  the  types  then  common  in  artificial  comedy, 
with  a  view  to  the  parts  best  adapted  to  the  actors  at  Drury 
Lane.  In  giving  final  form  to  his  comedy,  Fielding  was, 
indeed,  considerably  influenced  by  “The  Provoked  Hus¬ 
band,’ ’  which  they  were  then  playing  with  great  applause. 
He  reproduced,  for  instance,  the  town  lady,  the  country 
gentleman,  and  ladies  in  masque.  Though  Lady  Matchless, 
a  young  and  rich  widow,  whose  assemblies  are  besieged  by 
many  suitors,  is  a  part  quite  inferior  to  that  of  Lady 
Townly,  it  nevertheless  gave  Mrs.  Oldfield  an  opportunity 
to  display  her  vivacity  in  smart  dialogue.  “Who,”  Lady 
Matchless  says  of  her  dead  husband,  “would  not  wish  her 
spouse  in  heaven,  when  it  was  the  only  way  to  deliver  her¬ 
self  out  of  hell?”  Helena,  the  girl  who  has  her  own  way 
in  choosing  a  husband,  was  happily  suited  to  Mrs.  Booth, 
who  excelled  in  assuming  the  air  and  manners  of  demure 
maidens.  The  part  of  Wisemore,  reflecting  perhaps  Field¬ 
ing’s  reaction  against  the  hypocrisies  of  the  town  and  his 
love  of  books  and  the  country,  was  taken  by  John  Mills, 
the  actor  of  the  company  to  whom  were  assigned  the  graver 
roles  of  comedy.  Fielding  had  a  good  Lord  Formal,  an 
intriguing  maid  sufficient  for  his  purposes,  and  a  Rattle, 
whose  part  was  played  by  Cibber  himself.  Less  artificial 
than  these  characters  is  Sir  Positive  Trap,  an  ignorant  and 
avaricious  country  squire,  who  derives  his  title  from  Sir 
Julius  Caesar.  This  man,  of  the  tribe  of  Squire  Western, 
Fielding  knew  somewhere  in  the  West.  Certain  of  his 
characteristics  were  taken  from  Andrew  Tucker  of  Lyme 
Regis.  The  part  fell  to  John  Harper,  an  actor  of  fine 
drollery. 
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The  scene  from  which  I  quote  is  at  the  house  of  Lady 
Matchless.  Sir  Positive  has  sworn  “by  the  right  hand  of 
the  Traps”;  whereupon  Lord  Formal  picks  him  up  with 
the  inquiry,  “Pray,  Sir,  who  are  the  Traps?”  Then  ensues 
a  clash  of  wit,  which  we  should  pronounce  excellent,  were  it 
found  in  Congreve : 

“Sir  Pos.  Why,  Sir,  the  Traps  are  a  venerable  family. 
We  have  had,  at  least,  fifty  knights  of  the  shire,  deputy 
lieutenants,  and  colonels  of  the  militia  in  it.  Perhaps  the 
Grand  Mogul  has  not  a  nobler  coat  of  arms.  It  is,  Sir,  a 
lion  rampant,  with  a  wolf  couchant,  and  a  cat  courant,  in 
a  field  gules. 

L.  Form.  It  wants  nothing  but  supporters  to  be  very 
noble,  truly. 

Sir  Pos.  Supporters,  Sir !  it  has  six  thousand  a  year  to 
support  its  nobility,  and  six  thousand  years  to  support  its 
antiquity. 

L.  Form.  You  will  give  me  leave  to  presume,  Sir,  with 
all  the  deference  imaginable  to  your  superiority  of  judg¬ 
ment,  to  doubt  whether  it  be  practicable  to  confer  the  title 
of  noble  on  any  coat  of  arms  that  labours  under  the 
deplorable  deficiency  of  a  coronet. 

Sir  Pos.  How,  Sir!  do  you  detract  from  the  nobility  of 
my  coat  of  arms  ?  If  you  do,  Sir,  I  must  tell  you,  you  labour 
under  a  deficiency  of  common  sense. 

La.  Match.  0  fie,  Sir  Positive !  you  are  too  severe  on  his 
lordship. 

Sir  Pos.  He  is  a  lord  then!  and  what  of  that!  An  old 
English  baronet  is  above  a  lord.  A  title  of  yesterday!  an 
innovation!  Who  were  lords,  I  wonder,  in  the  time  of  Sir 
Julius  Caesar?  And,  it  is  plain,  he  was  a  baronet,  by  his 
being  called  by  his  Christian  name. 

Vermilia.  Christen’d  name!  I  apprehend,  Sir,  that 
Caesar  lived  before  the  time  of  Christianity. 
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Sir  P os.  And  what  then,  Madam?  He  might  he  a 
baronet  without  being  a  Christian,  I  hope.  ’  ’ 

Notwithstanding  the  measured  success  of  his  first  comedy, 
Fielding  showed  rare  sense  in  breaking  away  from  London 
immediately.  Within  a  month — the  date  is  March  16— he 
was  enrolled  among  the  foreign  students  at  the  University 
of  Leyden.  The  reasons  that  led  to  this  sudden  shift  of 
scene  from  Covent  Garden  to  a  Dutch  university  have  been 
often  speculated  upon.  They  lie,  however,  on  the  surface. 
There  is  nothing  unusual  in  a  boy’s  vacillating  over  a 
career.  In  the  case  of  Fielding,  a  young  gentleman  of  small 
estate,  the  problem  of  his  future  was  particularly  hard  to 
solve.  His  mother ’s  family  had  clearly  destined  him  to  the 
law  and  he  had  shown  inclinations  that  way.  His  father’s 
family,  closely  allied  to  the  nobility,  was  a  call  to  the  church 
or  to  the  army,  both  of  which  the  boy’s  temperament  ruled 
out,  or  to  the  life  of  a  gentleman  who  should  do  nothing 
except  in  so  far  as  he  might  devote  his  time  to  literature. 
He  had  failed  in  an  attempt  to  make  secure  his  means  of 
livelihood  by  marrying  an  heiress,  as  much  to  the  dis¬ 
appointment,  doubtless,  of  the  two  families  as  to  himself. 
As  to  literature,  he  seems  to  have  known  that,  though  he 
could  write  brilliant  dialogue,  he  was  not  yet  really  pre¬ 
pared  to  cope  with  the  contemporary  drama.  In  no  other 
light  can  we  read  a  passage  in  “Tom  Jones”  where  Field¬ 
ing  insists  that  all  literature  is  doomed  to  failure  unless 
it  be  founded  upon  direct  and  intimate  acquaintance  with 
the  manners  depicted.  As  if  thinking  of  this  very  period 
in  his  own  career,  he  writes:  “Vanbrugh  and  Congreve 
copied  nature :  but  they  who  copy  them  draw  as  unlike  the 
present  age,  as  Hogarth  would  do  if  he  was  to  paint  a  rout 
or  a  drum  in  the  dresses  of  Titian  and  of  Vandyke.  In 
short,  imitation  here  will  not  do  the  business.  The  picture 
must  be  after  nature  herself.  A  true  knowledge  of  the 
world  is  gained  only  by  conversation,  and  the  manners  of 
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every  rank  must  be  seen  in  order  to  be  known.”  Before 
adventuring  again  in  the  drama,  the  boy  resolved,  it  is 
evident,  to  wait  and  let  bis  mind  mature  by  experience  and 
discipline. 

It  is  a  tradition,  based  upon  the  rather  general  statement 
of  his  first  biographer,  that  Fielding  went  over  to  the 
Dutch  university  to  prepare  himself  for  the  law.  While 
at  Leyden,  says  Murphy,  he  “continued  to  show  an  eager 
thirst  for  knowledge  and  to  study  the  civilians  with  a 
remarkable  application  for  about  two  years.”  Later  times 
have  added  the  gloss  that  Fielding  was  drawn  to  Leyden 
by  the  renown  of  “the  celebrated  Vitriarius,  Professor  of 
Civil  Law  in  the  university;  and  author  of  Tnstitutiones 
Juris  Naturae  et  Gentium.’  ”  Murphy’s  statement  has 
been  questioned  by  Austin  Dobson  and  others  before  him; 
while  the  gloss  rests  only  upon  the  authority  of  Alexander 
Chalmers,  who,  discovering  in  1806  that  Vitriarius  was  then 
at  Leyden,  supplied  the  interesting  detail  that  Fielding 
studied  under  him.  There  is  no  evidence  whatever  that 
Fielding  ever  came  into  contact  with  Vitriarius  or  was 
interested  in  his  “  Institutiones.  ”  Not  only  did  he  never 
quote  him,  but  his  library  as  we  know  it  at  the  time  of  his 
death  contained  no  book  by  Vitriarius,  though  it  was 
remarkable  for  its  many  treatises  on  general  jurisprudence, 
among  which  were  the  works  of  Grotius,  the  Dutch  historian 
and  jurist.  The  fact  is,  Fielding  was  enrolled  at  Leyden 
not  under  the  faculty  of  law  but  under  the  faculty  of  letters ; 
the  entry  in  the  University  Album,  under  date  of  March  16, 
1728,  being  “Henricus  Fielding,  Anglus,  Annor.  20.  Lift. 
Stud.” — that  is,  “Henry  Fielding,  an  Englishman,  aged 
twenty,  litterarum  studiosus,  or  student  of  letters.”*  By 

*  “Album  Studiosorum  Aeademiae  Lugduno  Batavae,”  The  Hague,  1775; 
Edward  Peacock,  “English  Speaking  Students  at  Leyden  University,”  in 
“Index  Society  Publications,”  1883,  XIII;  A.  E.  H.  Swaen,  in  “Modern 
Language  Review,”  July,  1906,  and  A.  Dobson,  “Fresh  Facts  about  Fielding,” 
in  “Macmillan’s  Magazine,”  April,  1907. 
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“letters”  was  meant  at  that  time  Latin  and  Greek  litera¬ 
ture.  Fielding  was  thus  attracted  to  Levden  not  by 
Vitriarius  or  other  civilians  but  by  the  great  humanists 
who  had  made  the  university  famous  ever  since  the  days 
of  Scaliger  and  Salmasius.  He  may,  indeed,  have  worked 
at  the  law  while  at  Leyden ;  it  could  have  been,  however, 
only  Roman  law  as  a  part  of  his  studies  in  Latin  literature, 
which  included  not  only  literature  in  its  narrow  sense  and 
law  besides  hut  also  history,  philosophy,  geography,  and 
antiquities.  No  subject  ever  touched  upon  by  a  classical 
author,  whether  trivial  or  important,  could  escape  a  Dutch 
dissertation  or  a  Dutch  treatise. 

When  Fielding  entered  the  University  of  Leyden, 
Johannes  Wesselius,  a  learned  and  eloquent  divine,  was 
Rector  Magnificus  for  the  year.  Sigbertus  Haverkamp  and 
Petrus  Burmannus  were  then  Professors  of  Greek,  though 
the  latter,  except  for  lectures  in  Greek  poetry,  was  giving 
his  time  to  Latin.  All  we  know  points  to  the  conclusion  that 
Fielding  studied  mainly  if  not  entirely  with  Peter  Burmann, 
to  drop  the  Latin  terminations  from  his  name.  Burmann 
was  a  typical  Dutch  grammarian  of  the  period,  who,  besides 
excursions  into  Greek  literature,  edited  most  of  the  Latin 
writers,  great  and  small,  in  each  case  with  lists  of  all  the 
earlier  editions,  lists  of  all  the  manuscripts,  with  all  the 
various  readings,  all  the  notes  of  all  previous  commentators, 
supplemented  by  his  own  extended  comment,  both  literary 
and  grammatical,  to  all  of  which  were  usually  added  several 
indexes.  Of  these  editions  by  Burmann  containing  an 
epitome  of  everything  that  had  been  written  or  could  he 
written  about  a  Latin  author,  Fielding  possessed  Quintilian, 
Petronius  Arbiter,  Valerius  Flaccus,  and  apparently  many 
others  which  cannot  be  surely  identified  because  of  their 
scant  descriptions  in  the  catalogue  of  his  library.  LTnder 
the  guidance  of  Burmann,  we  may  surmise  at  least,  Field¬ 
ing,  who  had  shown  a  fondness  for  the  classics  while  at 
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Eton,  was  initiated  into  that  exact  and  extensive  knowledge 
of  Latin  literature  which  appeared  so  marvellous  to  his 
friends  and  so  pedantic  to  his  enemies.  He  especially  loved 
a  Dutch  commentator  who  took  up  an  author  line  by  line 
and  word  by  word.  While  in  Holland  or  subsequently  he 
purchased  Dutch  editions  of  Lucian,  Tacitus,  Sallust, 
Seneca,  Aulus  Gellius,  Paterculus,  Silvius  Italicus,  and 
Valerius  Maximus,  to  go  no  further  downward  among 
obscure  writers.  He  collected  editions  of  the  classics  by 
Scaliger  and  Salmasius,  and  had  all  the  works  of  Lipsius. 

His  own  books  are  certain  evidence  that  he  read  dili¬ 
gently  the  Dutch  humanists  and  scholars,  occasionally 
imitating  their  style  in  all  seriousness  but  more  often  for 
gentle  ridicule  or  burlesque.  When  writing  fresh-  from 
Leyden  a  preface  to  one  of  his  editions  of  “Tom  Thumb 
the  Great” — a  burlesque  tragedy  which  he  calls  “The 
Tragedy  of  Tragedies” — Fielding  playfully  informs  the 
reader  that  “most  of  the  universities  in  Europe  have 
honoured  it  with  the  name  of  Egregium  et  maximi  pretii 
opus,  tragoediis  tarn  antiquis  quam  novis  longe  antepo- 
nendum  .  .  .  and  the  great  Professor  Burman  hath  styled 
Tom  Thumb  Heroum  omnium  tragicorum  facile  principem.” 
Thereafter  follows  in  the  burlesque  annotations  to  the  play 
an  excellent  parody  of  Burmann,  who  is  made  to  take  up 
laboriously  the  question  of  who  was  “the  mighty  Thomas 
Thumb”  in  real  life.  “Petrus  Burmannus,”  says  Fielding, 
“makes  three  Tom  Thumbs,  one  whereof  he  supposes  to 
have  been  the  same  person  whom  the  Greeks  call  Her¬ 
cules.  .  .  .  Another  Tom  Thumb  he  contends  to  have  been 
no  other  than  the  Hermes  Trismegistus  of  the  ancients. 
The  third  Tom  Thumb  he  places  under  the  reign  of  King 
Arthur;  to  which  third  Tom  Thumb,  says  he,  the  actions  of 
the  other  two  were  attributed.”* 

Few  details  of  Fielding’s  life  at  Leyden  have  survived 

*  “The  Tragedy  of  Tragedies/'  1731. 
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in  the  records  of  the  university  or  in  the  allusions  of  his 
own  books.  In  the  aggregate,  they  are,  however,  more  than 
is  generally  supposed ;  and  it  is  worth  while  to  bring  some 
of  them  together.  When  he  registered  at  the  university, 
he  was  staying  at  a  hostelry  in  the  town,  called  the 
“Casteel  van  Antwerpen,”  which  he  left  before  the  year 
was  over  for  lodgings  in  the  house  of  one  Jan  Oson. 
Though  living  with  a  Dutchman,  he  never  paid  the  people 
the  compliment  of  learning  their  language  beyond  a 
familiarity  with  the  common  words  and  phrases  necessary 
for  doing  business  with  them.  Even  such  Dutch  expressions 
as  occur  here  and  there  in  his  writings,  appear  with  inac¬ 
curacies  that  cannot  always  be  laid  to  the  printer.  Of  the 
Dutch  terms  in  “Tom  Jones,”  a  hostile  critic  remarked 
with  a  degree  of  truth  that  only  “a  Dutch  commentator” 
could  give  “a  glimmer  of  sense  to  them.”  There  Avas,  of 
course,  no  particular  reason  for  his  acquiring  a  knowledge 
of  Dutch,  for  the  medium  of  instruction  in  the  university, 
whatever  the  subject,  was  invariably  the  Latin  language. 

If,  as  has  sometimes  been  conjectured,  Fielding  was  sent 
over  to  Leyden  by  his  relatives  in  order  to  remove  him  from 
the  temptations  of  Co  vent  Darden,  they  e\ddently  suc¬ 
ceeded  ;  for  the  Dutch  girl  as  he  saw  her  on  the  barges  or 
on  the  streets,  stuffed  with  beef,  puddings,  and  plums,  was 
fat  and  slatternly,  her  greasy  hair  vying  in  odours  with 
the  stench  of  Dutch  coffee-houses.  Dutchmen  he  found 
jolly,  but  remarked  that  they  always  had  uppermost  in 
their  mouths  the  word  gelt,  short  for  “Pay  me” — reminis¬ 
cent  no  doubt  of  cries  he  had  heard  from  Jan  Oson  and  the 
tradespeople  of  Leyden.  Outbound  or  homebound,  he 
encountered  a  storm  at  sea;  he  was  annoyed  by  the  pro¬ 
fanity  and  savage  behaviour  of  sailors  and  wharfmen, 
perhaps  as  he  landed  in  Holland;  and  as  he  approached 
The  Hague,  going  or  returning,  he  was  greeted  by  savours 
from  “delicious  canals”  which  he  long  remembered. 
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Fielding’s  main  quarrel  with  the  Dutch,  however,  was 
the  same  as  Smollett’s:  it  was  their  lack  of  imagination 
and  humour.  His  “Tom  Thumb,”  he  says  facetiously, 
“hath  .  .  .  been  translated  into  Dutch,  and  celebrated  with 
great  applause  at  Amsterdam  (where  burlesque  never 
came)  by  the  title  of  Mynheer  Vander  Thumb,”  and  “the 
burgomasters  received  it  with  that  reverent  and  silent  atten¬ 
tion  which  becometh  an  audience  at  a  deep  tragedy.  ’  ’  As  an 
offset  to  the  dull  gravity  of  the  Dutch,  Fielding  commended 
the  industry  with  which  they  cultivated  the  soil,  the 
solemnity  of  their  public  executions,  one  of  which  he  saw 
when  all  the  magistrates  were  in  attendance,  and  most  of 
all  their  reverence  for  law  and  order,  on  which  he  remarks : 
“I  long  to  see  the  time  when  here  [in  England],  as  in 
Holland,  the  traveller  may  walk  unmolested,  and  carry  his 
riches  openly  with  him.”* 

Fielding’s  studies  at  Leyden  were  not  so  serious  that  he 
forgot  the  drama.  It  is  pleasant  to  find  him  in  the  land  of 
windmills  reading  Cervantes  and  sketching  out  “into  a 
few  loose  scenes”  a  comedy  to  be  called  “Don  Quixote  in 
England.”  But  windmills  are  not  an  English  institution; 
and  English  life  and  character  are  quite  different  from 
Spanish.  Fielding  quickly  discovered  that  he  was  imi¬ 
tating  Cervantes  too  closely ;  and  so  threw  the  sketch  aside 
for  a  time  until  he  should  be  able  to  vary  the  scenes  of  the 
romance  and  fit  them  more  naturally  to  England.  Though 
that  time  was  to  come,  it  was  still  several  years  distant. 
In  the  first  draft  of  his  play,  however,  he  drew  a  country 
squire  nearer  to  life  than  his  Sir  Positive  Trap  of  “Love 

*  1  ‘  The  Coffee-House  Politician,  ’  ’  Act  V,  Scene  V.  For  other  allusions  to 
Holland,  see  ‘  ‘  The  Author ’s  Farce,  ”  “  The  Temple  Beau,  ”  “  The  Champion,  ’  ’ 
Aug.  30,  1740,  “A  Parody  from  the  first  iEneid”  in  the  “Miscellanies,” 
“A  Journey  from  this  World  to  the  Next,”  Ch.  II,  “Tom  Jones,”  Bk. 
XIII,  Ch.  I,  “The  Increase  of  Robbers,”  section  XI,  introduction  to  “A 
Provision  for  the  Poor,”  and  “A  Voyage  to  Lisbon,”  under  Sunday,  June  30. 
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in  Several  Masques.”  Squire  Badger  of  the  new  comedy 
has  the  very  language  and  manners  of  Squire  Western; 
he  takes  his  kennel  of  foxhounds  with  him  when  he  goes 
a-courting;  and  when  drunk  stretches  himself  out  on  a 
table,  sleeping  there  as  soundly  as  if  in  his  feather  bed. 

Nor  did  Fielding  forget  Rosalinda.  Once  at  least  he 
returned  to  England  before  finally  leaving  Leyden.  This 
was  during  the  university  vacation  of  1728,  which  extended 
from  the  middle  of  August  to  the  middle  of  October.  On 
the  way  between  London  and  Salisbury,  he  halted  for  some 
days  at  Upton  Grey,  a  small  village  of  thatched  houses  near 
Odiham  in  Hampshire.  Perhaps  he  was  on  a  visit  at 
Hoddington  House  overlooking  the  village,  the  seat  of  the 
Sclaters,  then  an  ordinary  farmhouse.*  Nothing  beyond 
this  conjecture  is  known  of  Fielding’s  connection  with  the 
Squire  Sclater  of  the  time  from  whom  descended  the 
present  Lord  Basing  and  to  whose  family  belonged  Sterne’s 
Eliza.  Whatever  the  exact  place,  Fielding  renamed  it 
“New  Hog’s  Norton”  because  it  was  overrun  with  pigs 
whose  deep  organs  of  sound  he  found  less  pleasing  than 
the  notes  of  the  nightingale.  While  at  the  farmhouse  he 

addressed  a  poem,  called  “A  Description  of  U - n  G — ,” 

to  Rosalinda,  the  young  woman  of  “ten  thousand  charms” 
whom  he  had  known  in  London  the  previous  winter. 
Remembering  “happier  days”  and  those  many  charms 
somewhat  exaggerated  doubtless  in  number,  Alexis  com¬ 
plains  in  this  poem  against  the  “hard  fates”  that  have 
removed  him 

From  the  dear  scenes  of  poetry  and  love, 
to  a  desolate  habitation — half  house,  half  shed,  with  a 
neglected  garden  at  the  side  where  flowers  never  grow— 
where  the  ground  is  kept  green  the  summer  through  by 

*  T.  Keightley,  ‘  ‘  The  Life  and  Writings  of  Henry  Fielding,  ’  ’  edited  by 
F.  S.  Dickson,  Cleveland,  1907,  p.  29. 
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docks  and  nettles.  Alexis  is  reminded  by  contrast  of 
another  garden,  and  exclaims — 

Happy  for  us,  had  Eve ’s  this  garden  been ; 

She’d  found  no  fruit,  and  therefore  known  no  sin.* 

We  may  never  know  the  real  name  of  this  Rosalinda  whose 
wit  and  “brilliant  eyes”  did  the  business  for  poor  Alexis. 
She,  too,  had  retired  to  the  country  after  the  season  in 
town;  and  Fielding  had  to  go  back  to  Holland  without 
seeing  her. 

It  was  then,  as  it  is  now,  the  custom  at  Leyden  to  register 
anew  every  year  all  students  in  residence  on  February  8, 
which  is  the  birthday  of  the  university.  Though  a  little 
late,  Fielding’s  name  was  duly  entered  again  on  February 
22,  1729.  After  that  date  the  University  Album  is  silent 
concerning  him.  He  thus  left  Leyden  for  good  before  the 
next  enrolment  in  February,  1730,  compelled,  says  Murphy, 
to  cut  short  his  studies,  after  “about  two  years”  at  the 
university,  owing  to  the  failure  of  remittances  from  home. 
From  his  subsequent  movements  it  is  clear  that  he  came 
home  in  the  summer  of  1729,  and  did  not  go  back  to  Leyden 
at  the  end  of  the  vacation.  Accordingly,  his  residence  at 
the  university  covered  only  a  year  and  a  half.  His  father 
was  probably  unable  rather  than  unwilling  to  continue  his 
allowance  longer;  and  Fielding’s  share  in  the  rents  of  East 
Stour  was  of  course  too  small  to  support  even  a  poor 
scholar,  much  less  a  gentleman,  who  must  dress  well,  live 
well,  and  buy  books.  Thus  thrown  upon  his  own  resources, 
his  choice  of  a  career  lay,  he  used  to  tell  his  friends,  between 
being  a  hackney-writer  or  a  hackney-coachman.  He  chose 
the  former  and  took  the  plunge  at  the  opening  of  the  new 
year.  We  are  now  to  follow  Fielding  through  the  drama, 
the  newspaper,  and  the  novel,  on  to  very  great  public  ser¬ 
vices,  in  the  midst  of  which  the  curtain  will  fall.  His  rare 
endowments  of  head  and  heart  are  to  make  for  him  friends 

*  ‘  ‘  Miscellanies,  ’ '  1743,  I,  38-40. 
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among  all  classes  from  the  lowest  to  the  highest ;  while  the 
open  expression  of  his  scorn  and  hatred  of  all  meanness  and 
hypocrisy  is  to  awaken  a  swarm  of  enemies.  On  the  whole, 
it  is  to  be  a  stormy  career  accompanied  by  great  disappoint¬ 
ments,  pain,  and  suffering;  but  Fielding  is  to  preserve 
through  it  all  his  poise  and  humour,  writing  even  when  in 
distress  some  of  the  most  brilliant  pieces  in  our  language. 
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Fielding  was  still  but  a  boy  in  his  twenty-third  year  when 
he  broke  away  from  Leyden  and  returned  to  London.  At 
first  he  met  with  greater  difficulties  than  he  anticipated  in 
establishing  himself  in  the  theatrical  world.  For  some 
reason  he  had  lost  favour  with  the  managers  of  Drury  Lane. 
On  submitting  to  them  his  “Don  Quixote  in  England,” 
Cibber  and  Booth  both  told  him  that  it  was  immature  and 
quite  unsuitable  for  the  stage.  With  their  opinion  he  re¬ 
luctantly  agreed.  He  then  wrote  “The  Temple  Beau,” 
which  was  probably  also  rejected.  A  little  later  he  began 
another  comedy  called  “The  Wedding  Day,”  the  leading 
parts  of  which  were  intended  for  Wilks  and  Mrs.  Oldfield ; 
hut  being  piqued  by  the  conduct  of  Wilks,  he  laid  aside  the 
play  for  the  present.  Where,  one  may  inquire,  was  Lady 
Mary  with  her  influence  at  Drury  Lane  ? 

At  this  juncture  Fielding  fell  in  with  James  Ralph,  a 
young  man  of  some  talent  belonging  to  the  literary  adven¬ 
turers  who  haunted  the  garrets  about  Covent  Garden.  This 
is  the  James  Ralph  whom  we  read  of  in  Franklin’s  “Auto¬ 
biography.”  He  had  come  over  to  England  with  Franklin 
from  Philadelphia  and  had  settled  in  London,  assuming  for 
a  time  Franklin’s  name  as  a  protection  against  arrest  for 
his  escapades.  When  Pope  came  out  with  “The  Dunciad,” 
Ralph  published  a  counterblast  called  ‘  ‘  Sawney,  ’  ’  in  defence 
of  his  Grub  Street  brethren ;  and  in  turn  Pope  lashed  him 

74 


FARCE  AND  BURLESQUE 

_ • 

smartly  in  the  next  edition  of  ‘  ‘  The  Dunciad,  ’  ’  playing  upon 
the  word  night,  the  title  of  one  of  Ralph’s  poems : 

Silence,  ye  wolves !  while  Ralph  to  Cynthia  howls, 

And  makes  night  hideous — Answer  him,  ye  owls ! 

Ralph  was  not  so  wretched  a  poet  as  Pope  would  make  out 
and  he  possessed  many  good  qualities  which  appealed  to 
Fielding.  He  was  industrious,  had  read  widely,  and  was 
agreeable  in  his  manners.  Association  with  him  taught 
Fielding  the  ways  of  Grub  Street,  of  which  he  soon  began 
to  make  good  use  in  verse  and  on  the  stage.  As  if  he  were 
himself  of  the  tribe,  Fielding  addressed  a  facetious  poem 
to  Sir  Robert  Walpole  in  which  he  laid  claim  as  a  poor  bard 
to  all  the  conventional  elements  of  greatness  in  a  higher 
degree  than  had  been  attained  by  the  Prime  Minister,  who 
was  becoming  known  as  “the  Great  Man.”  Matching 
Walpole  at  every  point,  Fielding  says  in  his  poem: 

The  family  that  dines  the  latest, 

Is  in  our  street  esteem’d  the  greatest; 

But  latest  hours  must  surely  fall 
Before  him  who  ne’er  dines  at  all. 

We’re  often  taught  it  doth  behove  us 
To  think  those  greater  who ’re  above  us. 

Another  instance  of  my  glory, 

Who  live  above  you  twice  two  story, 

And  from  my  garret  can  look  down 
On  the  whole  street  of  Arlington. 

Greatness  by  poets  still  is  painted 
With  many  followers  acquainted ; 

This  too  doth  in  my  favour  speak, 

Your  levee  is  but  twice  a  week; 

From  mine  I  can  exclude  but  one  day, 

My  door  is  quiet  on  a  Sunday.* 

‘  Miscellanies,  ”  1743,  I,  41-43. 
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These  verses  of  course  are  not  to  be  taken  literally. 
Fielding  was  not  living  in  a  mean  garret,  where  he  was  so 
pressed  by  the  tradespeople  that  he  dared  not  go  out  on 
the  streets  except  on  Sunday,  the  only  day  in  the  week 
when  he  would  not  be  liable  to  arrest  for  his  debts.  He 
was  a  young  gentleman  residing  in  a  fashionable  quarter 
of  the  town.  Probably  the  only  garret  from  which  he  ever 
saw  Walpole’s  mansion  in  Arlington  Street  was  an  upper 
window  of  his  father’s  house  in  or  near  Piccadilly.  The 
next  year,  during  a  most  prosperous  season,  he  made 
Walpole  the  theme  of  a  similar  epistle,  again  running  up  a 
parallel  between  the  Prime  Minister’s  levees  and  his  own 
doors  crowded  on  a  morning  with  duns,  who  are  turned 
away  by  his  maid  empty-handed  just  like  the  suitors  that 
fail  to  reach  the  presence  of  the  statesman.  Both  poems 
were  merely  banter  of  Walpole’s  lack  of  interest  in  letters, 
with  a  half-serious  hint  that  the  writer  would  accept  a 
sinecure  under  him. 

The  rebuff  which  Fielding  received  at  Drury  Lane  did 
him  no  harm.  It  so  happened  that  Thomas  Odell,  a  play¬ 
wright  enjoying  a  pension  from  the  Government,  had  just 
built  and  opened  a  theatre  in  Goodman’s  Fields,  in  the  East 
End  of  London.  He  formed  a  good  though  second-rate 
company,  mostly  comedians,  under  the  direction  of  Henry 
Giffard,  for  some  time  manager  of  the  theatre  in  Dublin. 
Better  actors  than  any  in  the  original  Irish  troupe  were 
William  Pinkethman  and  William  Bullock,  who  were  in¬ 
duced  to  leave  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields  for  the  new  theatre. 
On  Monday,  January  26,  1730,  Giffard  brought  out  Field¬ 
ing’s  “Temple  Beau,”  with  a  prologue  by  Ralph  and  an 
epilogue  by  “a  friend.”  The  play  ran  almost  continuously 
for  nine  nights,  and  was  twice  revived  in  February  “at 
the  desire  of  several  persons  of  quality,”  to  say  nothing 
of  sporadic  performances  extending  into  June.  As  an 
attraction  for  his  benefit  night  on  January  28,  Fielding 
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added  the  song  in  the  second  Act  on  the  prude  and  the 
coquette.  Following  an  old  custom,  the  play  was  at  once 
published  for  an  audience  that  wished  to  read  it  as  well 
as  see  it  performed.*  In  his  admirable  prologue,  Ralph 
lamented  the  decline  of  genuine  comedy  before  farce,  show, 
and  the  tricks  of  Harlequin ;  he  also  complained  of  the  want 
of  patronage  among  the  great,  who  permitted  poor  authors 
to  starve ;  and  prayed  that  the  audience  of  rich  merchants 
might  set  an  example  to  the  fashionable  world  of  the  West 
End  by  recognizing  true  merit  wherever  found  and  making 
the  stage,  as  it  once  was,  “the  road  to  fame.”  And  thus  it 
proved  to  be  in  Fielding’s  case.  There  at  Goodman’s 
Fields,  among  the  tradespeople  of  Whitechapel,  Fielding’s 
dramatic  career  really  began.  And  to  link  great  names, 
it  was  there,  too,  that  Garrick  a  decade  later,  after  being 
repulsed  at  Drury  Lane,  was  to  make  his  first  appearance 
in  Richard  the  Third  and  likewise  win  his  spurs. 

“The  Temple  Beau”  follows  closely  the  lines  of  artificial 
comedy  as  established  by  Congreve,  with  an  occasional 
reflection  of  Etherege,  Wycherley,  and  other  comic  dram¬ 
atists  of  a  past  age.  In  this  general  aspect  it  is  “  Love  in 
Several  Masques”  all  over  again.  But  since  his  first  play, 
Fielding  had  matured  greatly.  His  new  comedy  is  well  knit 
and  its  leading  characters  are  clear-cut  comic  types,  like 
Sir  Avarice  Pedant  and  his  son  young  Pedant,  of  whom  the 
former  puts  money  above  everything  else,  and  the  latter, 
who  has  just  come  from  the  university,  cannot  be  induced  to 
give  up  his  books  for  an  heiress  of  £20,000.  In  remon¬ 
strating  with  his  son  who  has  quoted  a  Dutch  logician,  the 
father  says :  “Logic,  indeed !  can  your  logic  teach  you  more 
than  this?  two  and  two  make  four :  take  six  out  of  seven,  and 
there  remains  one.  The  sum  given  is  twenty  thousand 
pounds;  take  nought  out  of  twenty,  and  there  remains  a 

*  The  fortunes  of  the  comedy  may  be  followed  in  “The  Daily  Post.”  The 
issue  for  Jan.  26  contains  the  substance  of  the  playbill. 
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score.  If  your  great  logician,  your  Aristotle,  was  alive,  take 
nought  out  of  his  pocket,  and  there  wou’d  remain  nought. 
A  complete  notion  of  figures  is  beyond  all  the  Greek  and 
Latin  in  the  world.  Learning  is  a  fine  thing  indeed,  in  an 
age  when  of  the  few  that  have  it  the  greater  part  starve.  ’  ’ 
Wilding,  the  Temple  Beau,  was  a  well-known  character 
about  town.  Sent  up  to  London  from  the  country  to  study 
law,  he  squanders  his  time  and  allowance  on  intrigues  and 
the  dissipations  of  Covent  Garden.  His  father,  Sir  Harry, 
duly  appears  and  discovers  in  a  series  of  very  humorous 
scenes  what  has  happened  to  all  the  money  which  the  beau 
had  supposedly  spent  on  books  and  candles  to  read  them 
by.  It  was  all  a  bit  of  serious  ridicule,  for  Fielding  had 
nothing  but  contempt  for  beaus  in  general;  while  those 
living  in  chambers  he  described  as  “only  the  shadows  of 
the  others”  or  “the  affectation  of  affectation.”  Pinketh- 
man  took  the  part  of  Sir  Harry,  and  Giffard  that  of  the 
spendthrift  son. 

All  along  the  proprietor  of  Goodman’s  Fields  had  been 
having  trouble  with  his  theatre.  The  better  class  of  people 
in  the  neighbourhood  objected  to  the  playhouse  on  the 
ground  that  it  drew  away  clerks  and  servants  from  their 
work  and  brought  into  the  district  idle  and  immoral  persons 
of  both  sexes.  The  crisis  came  late  in  April  when,  on  peti¬ 
tion  of  the  Lord  Mayor  and  aldermen,  the  theatre  was 
temporarily  closed  by  order  of  the  King.  Anticipating  this 
result  of  the  controversy,  Fielding  had  already  thrown  in 
his  fortunes  with  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket, 
where,  on  February  12, 1730,*  a  ballad-opera  entitled  “Love 
and  Revenge,  or  the  Vintner  Trick’d”  was  performed  for 
his  benefit,  “at  the  particular  desire  of  several  persons  of 
quality.”  The  Little  Theatre,  so  called  to  distinguish  it 
from  the  large  Opera  House  opposite  to  it  in  the  same 
square,  stood  near  the  site  of  the  present  theatre  in  the 

*  Announced  in  ‘  ‘  The  Daily  Post,  ’  ’  Feb.  9. 

78 


FARCE  AND  BURLESQUE 

Haymarket.  It  was  sometimes  known  as  the  New  Theatre, 
because  it  was  not  erected  until  1720.  Originally  designed 
for  the  performance  of  French  comedy  by  a  company  of 
French  actors,  it  had  since  been  given  over  to  the  irreg¬ 
ular  drama — to  farce,  burlesque  opera,  and  vaudeville — 
to  just  what  was  condemned  in  the  prologue  to  “The 
Temple  Beau.”  A  young  and  inexperienced  company  of 
English  comedians,  playing  there  in  1729,  made  a  lucky  hit 
with  a  nonsensical  performance  called  ‘  ‘  Hurlothrumbo, 
or  the  Supernatural,”  written  by  Samuel  Johnson,  not  the 
lexicographer  of  that  name,  but  a  half -mad  dancing-master 
from  Cheshire.  During  its  first  season,  the  piece  enjoyed 
a  run,  it  is  said,  of  “above  thirty  nights”;  and  late  in 
January,  1730,  it  was  restored  to  the  stage  for  another  run 
of  three  weeks.  In  the  meantime  it  had  been  printed,  with 
a  list  of  subscribers  and  two  dedications,  one  of  which  was 
to  Walpole,  who  took  thirty  copies.  Neither  those  who  saw 
the  play  nor  those  who  read  it  could  form  the  faintest  notion 
of  what  it  meant,  for  it  was  plotless  and  its  scenes  were  laid 
nowhere.  When  a  learned  bishop,  says  Fielding,  com¬ 
plained  to  the  author  that  he  “could  not  taste  the  excellence 
of  his  piece,”  he  was  told  that  he  should  read  it  with  a 
fiddle  in  his  hand,  for  it  had  been  composed  in  that  way.* 
The  role  of  Lord  Flame,  the  maddest  of  all  the  characters, 
was  taken  by  Johnson  himself,  who  fiddled  and  walked  the 
stage  on  stilts  as  he  uttered  his  rodomontade.  It  was  “the 
exquisite  badness  of  the  performance,”!  says  Fielding 
again,  that  made  “Hurlothrumbo”  the  talk  of  the  town. 
When  Fielding  was  forced  to  turn  to  the  Little  Theatre  in 
the  Haymarket,  it  was  of  course  necessary  for  him  to  drop 
for  a  time  comedy  for  farce  and  burlesque  in  order  to  please 
his  new  audience.  “Who,”  asks  Luckless  in  his  first  play 
performed  at  the  Haymarket,  “would  not  .  .  .  rather  eat 

*  “Tom  Jones,”  Bk.  IV,  Ch.  I.  t  “The  Champion,”  April  15,  1740. 
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by  bis  nonsense  than  starve  by  his  wit?”  It  was  soon 
apparent,  however,  that  Fielding’s  talent  really  lay  in 
farce  and  burlesque  rather  than  in  the  regular  drama. 

His  first  play  at  the  Haymarket  was  “The  Author’s 
Farce ;  and  the  Pleasures  of  the  Town.  ’  ’  Interest  in  ‘  ‘  Hur- 
lothrumbo”  began  to  fade  in  February,  and  another  piece 
by  Johnson,  called  “The  Cheshire  Comics,  or  the  Amours 
of  my  Lord  Flame,”  which  displaced  it  on  February  23, 
was  withdrawn  after  a  few  nights.  The  company  then 
returned  again  to  ‘  ‘  Hurlothrumbo  ’  ’  and  tried  various  bur¬ 
lesques,  among  which  was  a  revival  of  “The  Beggar’s 
Opera,”  but  with  little  success.  Performances  at  the  Hay- 
market  were  in  fact  cut  down  to  three  a  week.  The  droop¬ 
ing  fortunes  of  the  theatre  were  immediately  revived  by 
“The  Author’s  Farce,”  which  was  first  performed  on 
Monday,  March  30, 1730.*  In  order  to  meet  the  demand  for 
seats,  the  company  added  an  extra  night  the  next  week  ‘  ‘  at 
the  particular  desire  of  several  ladies  of  quality,  ’  ’  and  was 
soon  playing  the  farce,  either  alone  or  in  connection  with 
other  pieces,  four  or  five  times  a  week  for  the  rest  of  the 
season.  The  play  was  published  on  the  day  following  its 
first  performance,  under  the  pseudonym  of  “Scriblerus 
Secundus,”  whereby  Fielding  indicated  his  satirical  design 
and  playfully  associated  his  name  with  Pope  and  Swift,  the 
founders  of  the  famous  Scriblerus  Club  for  ridiculing  social 
and  literary  abuses. 

As  implied  by  its  title,  “The  Author’s  Farce;  and  the 
Pleasures  of  the  Town”  consists  of  two  parts.  The  first 
part,  now  the  most  interesting,  is  a  comic  rendering  of  the 
life  of  literary  hacks  dependent  for  bread  upon  theatrical 
managers  and  the  booksellers.  The  second  part  is  the 
rehearsal  of  a  dramatic  entertainment  ridiculing  the  amuse¬ 
ments  of  the  fashionable  world.  Though  the  two  parts  are 
so  loosely  connected  that  they  were  sometimes  performed, 

*  ‘  ‘  The  Daily  Post”  is  the  source  of  this  and  other  dates. 
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one  without  the  other,  in  conjunction  with  other  plays,  they 
yet  form  one  piece  in  that  Harry  Luckless,  the  poor  play¬ 
wright  depicted  in  the  farce  proper,  is  author  and  manager 
of  the  entertainment.  It  would  be  going  much  too  far  to 
identify  Harry  Luckless  with  Harry  Fielding.  No  farce 
can  be  in  any  true  sense  autobiographical.  As  in  the 
epistles  to  Walpole,  Fielding  deals  in  “The  Author’s 
Farce”  with  those  phases  of  the  underworld  of  letters 
into  which  he  had  recently  been  initiated  by  Ralph,  and 
obviously  follows  here  and  there  incidents  in  his  own 
struggle  for  recognition,  though  varying  and  heightening 
n.  them  for  comic  effect. 

In  the  first  scene,  we  see  Harry  in  conversation  with  his 
landlady,  Mrs.  Moneywood,  who  threatens  to  turn  him  out 
of  doors  for  not  paying  his  rent.  Three  months  before  this, 
he  knocked  at  her  door,  a  handsome  young  man  in  gold 
lace,  and  took  lodgings ;  but  in  all  that  time  she  has  never 
once  seen  the  colour  of  his  coin.  During  the  first  weeks  he 
lived  like  a  gentleman,  coming  in  at  three  or  four  o’clock 
every  morning  and  thundering  up  the  stairs.  Since  then 
all  is  changed.  Her  lodger  now  keeps  to  his  rooms,  and  her 
©door  is  almost  beaten  down  by  duns  trying  to  get  at  him. 
All  his  effects  have  gradually  disappeared  except  a  few 
books  and  the  clothes  he  wears.  For  his  last  dinner  he 
sends  his  man  out  to  pawn  his  hat,  remarking  that  in 
one  way  or  another  his  head  must  provide  for  his  belly. 
Nothing  is  finally  left  but  his  expectations  from  a  play  he  is 
writing.  But  these  expectations  do  not  appear  as  a  very 
tangible  asset  to  his  landlady,  into  whose  mouth  Fielding 
puts  an  observation  remarkable  alike  for  its  prudence  and 
humour.  “I  would  no  more  depend  on  a  benefit-night  of  an 
unacted  play,”  says  Mrs.  Moneywood,  “than  I  would  on 
a  benefit-ticket  in  an  undrawn  lottery.” 

The  play  finished,  Harry  seeks  a  patron  for  it,  but  his 
lordship  “has  such  a  prodigious  deal  of  business”  on  hand 
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that  he  must  beg  to  be  excused.  “Mr.  Keyber,”  that  is, 
Mr.  Cibber,  of  Drury  Lane  is  likewise  too  busy  to  bother 
himself  with  the  production  of  an  unknown  poet.  There¬ 
upon  Luckless  summons  to  his  garret  Mr.  Bookweight,  the 
publisher  and  bookseller,  and  tries  to  obtain  from  him  an 
advance  on  his  play.  Mr.  Bookweight  tells  him  bluntly  that 
a  play  which  has  not  yet  reached  the  stage  has  no  value ;  and 
Harry  orders  his  man  Jack  to  kick  him  downstairs  for  his 
insolence.  Eventually  Marplay  and  Sparkish  (thin  dis¬ 
guises  for  Cibber  and  Wilks)  condescend  to  let  Luckless 
read  his  piece  to  them  in  a  Covent  Garden  tavern.  After 
listening  to  a  few  passages,  in  which  Marplay  suggests 
absurd  changes,  the  play  is  rejected,  not  because  there  is 
really  any  fault  to  be  found  with  it,  but  solely  because  “the 
author  has  no  interest.”  “Give  me  interest,  and  rat  the 
play,”  says  Sparkish.  “Rather  rat  the  play  which  has  no 
interest,”  adds  Marplay  in  correcting  his  colleague. 

As  a  last  means  of  escaping  starvation,  Luckless  brings 
forward  a  farce  and  puppet-show  that  he  has  been  writing. 
Though  spurned  by  the  managers  of  Drury  Lane  as  too 
low  for  their  theatre,  it  is  readily  accepted  at  the  Hay- 
market  ;  and  Mr.  Bookweight,  seeing  money  in  it,  is  eager 
to  undertake  its  publication.  Most  amusing  is  the  scene 
in  which  Luckless  visits  the  house  of  Mr.  Bookweight  to 
offer  him  the  new  piece  and  describes  the  sorry  literary 
hacks  in  a  garret,  writing  poems,  pamphlets,  and  other 
odds-and-ends  for  the  bookseller.  There  they  all  are  at 
separate  tables — Dash,  Blotpage,  and  Quibble — and  Book- 
weight  standing  in  the  midst  and  urging  them  to  make  their 
quills  move  faster.  Mr.  Index  comes  in  with  a  handful  of 
Greek  and  Latin  mottoes  for  the  pamphlets,  which  he  sup¬ 
plies  for  threepence  or  sixpence  apiece.  Scarecrow  creeps 
in  and  is  quickly  engaged  as  chief  translator,  for  he 
possesses  the  prime  qualifications  for  the  position — meas¬ 
ureless  invention  and  a  lack  of  knowledge  of  every  language 
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except  his  own.  As  Fielding  later  in  the  play  calls  his 
bookseller  Mr.  Curry,  he  evidently  wished  to  suggest  him 
to  his  audience  as  a  portrait  of  the  notorious  Curll,  whose 
shop  was  close  by  in  Bow  Street. 

The  scene  quickly  shifts  to  the  Haymarket  theatre,  where 
Harry  puts  into  rehearsal  “The  Pleasures  of  the  Town,” 
which  he  has  called  a  puppet-show  since  all  its  characters — 
Punch  and  his  wife  Joan  appearing — are  no  better  than 
puppets.  From  this  point  onward  Harry  Luckless  becomes 
Fielding’s  mouthpiece  for  a  burlesque  of  the  follies  of  the 
town.  As  a  play  within  a  play,  the  piece  obviously  takes 
its  cue  from  the  Duke  of  Buckingham’s  famous  “Rehear¬ 
sal”;  some  devices  for  its  machinery  are  also  appropriated 
from  Pope’s  “Dunciad”;  but  in  its  most  interesting  aspects 
it  is  a  break  with  English  tradition.  Fielding  follows  “The 
Frogs”  of  Aristophanes  and  Lucian’s  “Dialogues  of  the 
Dead”  in  placing  his  scene  in  the  lower  world,  whither 
descend  theatrical  and  other  amusements  of  the  day  to 
plead  before  the  throne  of  Nonsense  for  a  chaplet  which 
she  is  to  bestow  upon  the  person  in  her  train  most  dis¬ 
tinguished  for  foolishness.  The  characters  are  all  ghosts. 
To  appreciate  the  satire,  it  must  be  observed  that  Handel 
was  back  at  the  Opera  House  with  a  new  troupe  of  Italian 
singers;  that  Cibber’s  compaijy  was  playing  Thomson’s 
“New  Sophonisba,”  a  tragedy  full  of  rant  and  nonsense, 
at  Drury  Lane ;  and  that  farces  and  pantomimes,  under  the 
direction  of  Rich,  had  long  been  the  rule  at  Lincoln’s  Inn 
Fields.  There  is  some  pleasant  fooling  before  the  throne 
of  Nonsense,  where  Signior  Opera,  Don  Tragedio,  Sir 
Farcical,  and  Monsieur  Pantomime  in  turn  cut  capers  to 
win  her  ladyship’s  heart.  The  chaplet  goes  to  Signior 
Opera. 

Much  other  banter  is  mixed  with  the  puppet-show. 
Hurlothrumbo  arrives  at  the  Styx  and  requests  passage 
across  the  river  to  the  court  of  Nonsense,  but  Charon 
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hesitates  to  admit  into  his  boat  so  mad  a  man  and  one 
bearing  a  name  he  cannot  pronounce.  Mrs.  Novel,  assuming 
the  airs  of  a  simpering  miss,  is  in  the  shades  also,  having 
died  for  love  of  her  husband  Signior  Opera,  who  deserted 
her  for  the  Goddess  of  Nonsense.  This  is  a  hit  at  inane 
stories  such  as  were  written  by  Mrs.  Eliza  Haywood,  whom 
Pope  had  fiercely  attacked.  But  outside  dramatic  diver¬ 
sions,  most  attention  is  given  to  ridicule  of  John  Henley,  the 
Nonconformist  preacher  known  as  Orator  Henley,  at  whose 
chapel  in  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields  people  were  drawn  not  only 
on  Sundays  but  also  on  Wednesday  evenings  to  listen  to 
strange  orations  and  disputes  on  all  sorts  of  subjects 
whimsically  advertised  by  the  parson  in  the  newspapers. 

Henley  was  a  well-educated  man  of  moderate  intellect, 
fanciful  wit,  and  much  practical  sense,  but  very  pompous 
and  florid  in  his  oratory.  In  his  way  he  was  an  actor  and 
as  such  made  his  chapel  a  rival  to  the  theatre  as  a  place 
of  entertainment,  where  one  paid  a  shilling  for  the  perform¬ 
ance,  half  the  price  that  a  good  seat  cost  at  the  Havmarket. 
His  gorgeous  pulpit  was  covered  with  velvet  embroidered 
with  fleurs-de-lis  and  trimmed  with  gold.  Pope,  who  had 
just  put  Henley  into  the  ‘ ‘ Dunciad, ’ ’  called  it  a  “gilt 
tub,” — tub  being  the  contemptuous  name  for  a  Noncon¬ 
formist  pulpit.  Henley  captivated  many,  though  exposing 
himself  to  the  ridicule  of  others,  by  what  Pope  calls  his 
habit  of  “balancing  his  hands”  while  “fluent  nonsense 
trickled  from  his  tongue.”  In  this  favourite  gesture,  the 
orator  leaned  over  the  pulpit  and  stretched  out  his  hands, 
each  little  finger  glistening  with  a  diamond  ring,  as  he 
proved  to  an  entranced  audience,  for  example,  how  all 
mankind  are  fishes  of  one  kind  or  another — crabs,  eels,  or 
pikes.  Fielding  introduces  Henley  to  the  life  in  his  puppet- 
show  and  lets  him  harangue  from  a  tub  to  the  delight  of 
Nonsense,  proving  to  her  by  a  series  of  conundrums  that 
men  are  either  fiddles  or  fiddlesticks  and  then  entertaining 
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her  with  a  song — a  parody  of  Aristophanes  as  well  as  a 
burlesque  of  Henley — on  the  resemblances  between  men 
and  birds — kites,  owls,  swallows,  and  ravens. 

The  show  closes  with  a  scene  advertised  as  “The 
Triumphs  of  the  King  of  Bantam,”  wherein  Harry  Luck¬ 
less  turns  out  to  be  the  son  and  heir  of  the  deceased  King 
of  Bantam.  Lost  when  a  child  by  his  tutor  in  London,  he 
is  discovered  by  the  hat  he  sent  to  the  pawmbroker.  Simi¬ 
larly  his  landlady  turns  out  to  be  widow  of  the  King  of 
Old  Brentford,  and  her  daughter  Harriet,  with  whom 
Harry  is  in  love,  is  thus  a  princess.  Harry  and  Harriet 
sail  away  to  Bantam  to  claim  the  throne,  taking  with  them 
most  of  the  characters  of  the  play  to  divert  the  antipodes. 
An  actress  dressed  as  a  cat  speaks  the  prologue,  in  which 
it  is  shown,  in  the  Henley  style,  that  women  are  nothing 
but  cats. 

Fielding’s  first  farce  easily  won  the  favour  of  the  town, 
for  people  like  to  see  their  amusements  ridiculed,  provided 
it  is  done  in  good  humour.  There  was  no  bitterness  even 
in  the  detailed  portrait  of  Orator  Henley  or  in  the  recurring 
sport  made  of  “ Hurlothrumbo.  ”  In  fact  Fielding’s  puppet- 
show  was  sometimes  added  as  an  afterpiece  to  “Hurlo¬ 
thrumbo,”  so  that  the  audience  on  the  same  evening  was 
presented  with  a  serious  piece  of  nonsense  and  then 
watched  Fielding  consign  it  to  Hades.  It  was  a  double¬ 
headed  performance  sure  to  be  enjoyed  by  anyone  endowed 
with  the  most  rudimentary  sense  of  humour.  But  “Hur¬ 
lothrumbo”  was  not  born  to  last  long.  On  April  24,* 
Fielding  slipped  in  a  new  farce  called  “Tom  Thumb.  A 
Tragedy,”  as  an  afterpiece  to  “The  Author’s  Farce;  and 
the  Pleasures  of  the  Town.”  A  brief  thing  in  two  acts, 
without  prologue  or  epilogue,  it  was  published  the  same 
day  or  the  next.f  Its  success  was  immediate.  Thereafter 

*  So  announced  in  “The  Daily  Post,”  April  23,  1730. 

t  See  flyleaf  of  the  first  edition,  and  “The  Daily  Post,”  April  25. 
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Fielding’s  two  farces  were  performed  together  at  the  Hay- 
market  almost  continuously  down  to  June  22,  the  fortieth 
night  for  “the  Author’s  Farce”  and  nearly  if  not  quite 
that  for  “Tom  Thumb.”* 

‘  <  Tom  Thumb  ”  is  a  parody  of  the  heroic  drama  such  as 
was  cultivated  by  Dryden,  Banks,  and  Lee,  their  contempo¬ 
raries  and  followers.  Many  of  these  ranting  tragedies  still 
held  the  stage;  and  several  of  them,  more  or  less  altered, 
were  being  performed  that  very  season.  At  Lincoln’s  Inn 
Fields,  the  company  had  been  playing  Lee ’s  ‘  ‘  Rival  Queens, 
or  the  Death  of  Alexander  the  Great” ;  at  Drury  Lane  there 
had  been  a  long  line  of  tragedies,  including  Banks’s  “Albion 
Queens”  (depicting  Elizabeth  and  Mary),  and  Thomson’s 
“New  Sophonisba,”  a  revamping  of  Lee’s  “Sophonisba, 
or  Hannibal’s  Overthrow.”  Thomson’s  tragedy  so  filled 
the  house  that  gentlemen  were  glad  to  obtain  seats  even 
in  the  footmen’s  gallery  for  the  first  performances,  though 
its  run  proved  to  be  short.  In  “Tom  Thumb”  Fielding 
was  thus  really  poking  fun  at  the  tragedies  which  his 
audience  had  just  seen  at  the  other  theatres.  Ancient 
tragedy,  says  Fielding,  to  paraphrase  him,  aimed  either  to 
awaken  terror  and  compassion  or  to  compose  these  and  all 
other  uneasy  sensations  by  lulling  the  spectators  into 
slumber;  whereas  modern  tragedy,  owing  to  its  absurdi¬ 
ties,  is  frequently  greeted  by  the  audience  with  laughter. 
Why  not,  he  adds,  have  a  tragedy  at  which  the  audience 
is  expected  to  laugh  throughout!  “Tom  Thumb”  is  that 
tragedy. 

Fielding  accomplished  his  purpose  by  taking  as  his  lead¬ 
ing  characters  a  Lilliputian  victorious  over  the  giants,  a 
sorry  King  Arthur  whom  he  reduces  to  the  level  of  a  tavern 
bully,  a  lickerish  Queen  whom  he  calls  Lollalolla,  and  their 
sentimental  daughter  Huncamunca;  and  then  letting  them 

*  June  9  was  the  thirty-third  night  of  “Tom  Thumb”  (“The  Grub-street 
Journal,”  June  11). 
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utter  their  vulgar  sentiments  in  the  lofty  language  of  heroic 
tragedy.  Tom  Thumb,  just  as  he  is  to  receive  Huncamunca 
in  marriage  as  a  reward  for  his  prowess,  is  swallowed  by 
a  cow  in  the  streets.  His  ghost,  however,  rises  for  the 
concluding  scene,  which  was  quite  sufficient  to  make  the 
fortune  of  the  farce.  In  memory  of  the  blood-drenched 
stage  of  Dryden’s  “Cleomenes,”  all  the  main  characters — 
nine  of  them — slay  one  another,  except  the  King  who  stabs 
himself.  The  ghost  of  Tom  Thumb  is  run  through  by  Lord 
Grizzle,  his  rival  for  the  hand  of  Huncamunca.  “No  scene, 
I  believe,”  says  Fielding,  “ever  received  greater  honours 
than  this.  It  was  applauded  by  several  encores ;  .  .  .  and 
it  was  very  difficult  for  the  actors  to  escape  without  a 
second  slaughter.” 

Swift,  who  attended  one  performance,  is  reported  to  have 
said  years  after  that  he  had  laughed  but  twice  in  his  life — 
once  at  the  trick  of  a  mountebank  and  the  other  time  when 
Lord  Grizzle  killed  the  ghost  of  Tom  Thumb.*  Still,  Swift 
did  not  at  the  time  quite  understand  the  drift  of  Fielding’s 
burlesque,  for  in  his  “Rapsodv”  of  1733,  he  linked  Fielding 
and  Welsted  as  poets  proficient  in  the  art  of  sinking: 

For  Instance :  When  you  rashly  think, 

No  Rhymer  can  like  Weldsted  sink. 

His  Merits  ballanc  ’d  you  shall  find, 

That  Feilding  leaves  him  far  behind. 

Of  course  Fielding  sank  lower  than  Welsted  and  all  other 
poetasters.  That  was  his  aim ;  that  was  his  jest.  For  once 
Swift  was  caught  off  his  guard.  When  he  saw  his  mistake, 
he  took  Fielding’s  name  out  of  the  passage  and  made  the 
line  to  read: 

The  Laureat  leaves  him  far  behind. 

And  his  Dublin  publisher  added  the  footnote:  “In  the 
,  London  edition,  instead  of  Laureat,  was  maliciously  in- 

*  Laetitia  Pilkington,  “Memoirs,”  1754,  III,  155. 
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serted  Mr.  Fielding,  for  whose  ingenious  writings  the 
author  hath  manifested  a  great  esteem.’ ’  There  is  no  good 
reason  to  suppose  that  Swift  did  not  write  the  line  as  it 
originally  stood  in  his  poem.  The  fact  is,  Fielding  not  only 
compelled  Swift  to  laugh  but  also  outwitted  him.  The 
great  Dean  was  perplexed  by  “Tom  Thumb.”* 

The  Prince  of  Wales  and  his  party  attended  the  second 
night;f  and  so  great  was  the  demand  for  seats  from 
“persons  of  quality”  within  a  week  or  two  that  it  was 
necessary  to  put  pit  and  boxes  together  in  order  to  accom¬ 
modate  them.  A  palpable  hit  was  made  by  two  foolish 
courtiers  in  the  farce — Mr.  Noodle  and  Mr.  Doodle ;  and  for 
keeping  them  longer  on  the  stage,  Fielding  inserted  two 
new  scenes  in  the  first  act,  where  a  bailiff  attempts  to  arrest 
Noodle  at  the  suit  of  his  tailor,  and  is  at  once  slain  by  Tom 
Thumb,  who  has  resolved  to  clear  the  town  of  bailiffs  and 
render  the  streets  safe  for  poor  gentlemen  even  at  noonday. 
At  the  same  timef  Fielding  added,  besides  a  few  other 
lines,  a  prologue  and  an  epilogue,  in  the  latter  of  which  was 
elaborated  further  the  jest  of  the  concluding  scene.  The 
young  actress  who  played  the  part  of  Tom  Thumb  speaks 
the  epilogue,  and  thus 

Tom  Thumb,  twice  dead,  is  a  third  time  revived. 

The  enlarged  ‘  ‘  Tom  Thumb  ’  ’  was  immediately  published, 
with  a  humorous  preface  (afterwards  discarded),  in  which 
Fielding  replies  to  the  objections  that  the  critics  have 
brought  against  the  play :  its  lack  of  dignity ;  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  all  the  characters  in  the  last  scene ;  and  the  killing 
of  a  ghost.  With  reference  to  the  last  two  strictures,  he 

*  See  “On  Poetry:  A  Rapsody,”  Dublin  and  London,  1733;  and  Swift’s 
“Works,”  Dublin,  1735,  II,  451.  The  alteration— “ Laureat ”  for  “Feild- 
ing ’ ’  was  first  made  in  the  London  and  Dublin  edition  of  “A  Rapsody, ’ ’ 
dated  1734,  though  the  footnote  was  not  added  until  1735. 
t  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  April  30,  1730. 
t  “The  Daily  Post,”  May  1,  5,  7,  1730. 
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says  that  in  most  modern  tragedies  the  characters 
‘ 1  drop  ...  as  soon  as  they  come  upon  the  stage,”  whereas 
he  keeps  his  alive  to  the  very  end ;  and  that  critics  who 
think  he  exceeds  the  rules  of  probability  in  slaying  a  ghost 
should  reflect  upon  such  expressions  in  their  favourite 
tragedies  as  ‘‘kill  my  soul,”  “stab  my  very  soul,”  and 
“bleeding  soul.”  Facetious  as  Fielding  appears,  these 
criticisms  of  his  farce  were  real.  “The  Grub-street  Jour¬ 
nal”  attacked  him  on  June  11,  1730;  and  eventually,  as  we 
shall  see,  he  thought  it  best  to  eliminate  the  ghost  of  Tom 
Thumb  from  the  last  scene. 

The  preface  has  further  interest  in  that  it  is  a  burlesque 
of  Cibber’s  style.  When  Cibber,  back  in  February,  1728, 
published  “The  Provoked  Husband,”  a  comedy  worked 
over  from  the  manuscript  left  by  Vanbrugh,  he  dedicated 
it  to  the  Queen  and  addressed  the  reader  in.  a  brief  preface, 
both  so  curiously  absurd  in  style  and  substance  that  the 
author  at  once  became  the  butt  of  the  town.  In  the  dedi¬ 
cation,  “the  English  theatre,”  we  are  told,  “throws  itself, 
with  this  play  at  Your  Majesty’s  feet,  for  favour  and  sup¬ 
port”;  in  the  address  to  the  reader,  Cibber  says  he  wishes 
to  “give  this  play  a  chance  to  be  read  when  the  people  of 
this  age  shall  be  ancestors”;  and  in  lauding  the  actors,  he 
remarks  that  Mrs.  Oldfield  in  her  part  “out-did  her  usual 
out-doing”  and  that  the  ornaments  with  which  she  pro¬ 
vided  herself  “seemed  in  all  respects  the  paraphonalia  [sic] 
of  a  woman  of  quality.”  These  and  other  expressions  of 
Cibber’s  had  been  ridiculed  in  an  article  contributed  to 
“Mist’s  Weekly  Journal”  for  February  24,  1728.  Field¬ 
ing  takes  them  all  up  again  with  added  humour  in  his 
preface  to  “Tom  Thumb,”  working  them  in  one  by  one,  as 
he  imitates  the  very  manner  of  Cibber,  answering  his 
critics,  praising  himself  and  the  actors  down  to  the  mutes 
and  the  music,  and  finally  throwing  “little  Tom  Thumb  on 
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the  town”  in  the  way  Cibber  had  thrown  “The  Provoked 
Husband”  at  the  feet  of  her  Majesty. 

Just  as  the  season  was  closing,  Fielding  took  advantage 
of  the  popularity  gained  by  his  farces  to  bring  out  at  the 
Haymarket  another  comedy  in  the  style  of  “The  Temple 
Beau.”  He  called  it  at  first  “Rape  upon  Rape;  or,  the 
Justice  Caught  in  his  own  Trap”;  but  owing  to  objections 
against  the  title,  it  was  changed  to  “The  Coffee-House 
Politician;  or,  the  Justice  Caught  in  his  own  Trap.”  Again 
he  chooses  as  his  background  the  Covent  Garden  district, 
this  time  the  tavern,  the  roundhouse,  and  the  justice’s  court 
for  a  severe  arraignment  of  the  administration  of  the 
criminal  law.  Fielding’s  Justice  Squeezum,  a  little  thin 
man  in  amorous  dotage,  is  one  of  those  corrupt  justices  of 
the  peace  about  whom  one  hears  a  good  deal  in  the  litera¬ 
ture  and  the  newspapers  of  the  eighteenth  century.  In  the 
country,  the  type  was  known  as  “the  basket  justice,” 
because  ‘  ‘  for  a  half  dozen  of  chickens  ’  ’  he  would  ‘  ‘  dispense 
with  a  whole  dozen  of  penal  statutes.”  In  the  city  he  was 
known  as  “the  trading  justice,”  for  his  court  was  merely 
a  shop  for  sharp  bargains  with  the  innocent  and  the  guilty 
alike.  Justice  Squeezum,  as  Fielding  shows  him  up,  re¬ 
ceives  money  from  brothels  and  gambling-houses,  suborns 
witnesses,  and  packs  jury  panels  with  his  creatures.  He  is 
in  league  with  the  constables,  who  on  his  order  make  arrests 
whenever  there  is  prospect  of  gain,  and  leave  unmolested 
criminals  if  nothing  is  to  be  got  out  of  them.  Only  the  poor 
and  the  innocent  fear  him.  His  rogueries  are  at  length 
unmasked  by  the  trick  of  a  clever  girl  and  her  accomplices. 
To  make  clear  that  he  is  not  satirizing  justices  as  a  class, 
Fielding  gives  us  the  portrait  of  a  Justice  Worthy  whose 
court  was  managed  quite  differently. 

The  coffee-house  politician,  who  had  been  gently  ridiculed 
by  Addison  in  “The  Tatler, ”  was  likewise  a  common  type; 
but  nowhere  do  we  find  him  so  humorously  portrayed  as  by 

90 


FARCE  AND  BURLESQUE 

Fielding.  In  general  lie  was  a  tradesman  who  neglected 
his  business  and  spent  his  time  at  a  favourite  coffee-house, 
reading  the  newspapers  and  discussing  the  foreign  news  as 
contained  in  the  leading  articles,  which  purported  to  be 
letters  sent  from  abroad,  though  they  were  really  for  the 
most  part  written  by  hacks  in  London  garrets.  The  poli¬ 
tician  in  Fielding’s  play  gives  up  trade  wholly  in  order  to 
devote  himself  to  various  projects  such  as  a  scheme  for 
paying  off  the  national  debt  by  inducing  the  Government 
to  procure  a  machine  for  carrying  ships  across  the  Isthmus 
of  Suez  and  thus  shortening  the  route  to  the  East  Indies. 
He  has  become,  so  absorbed  in  the  newspapers  that  he  is 
maddened  by  them  as  much  as  Don  Quixote  was  by 
romances  of  chivalry,  and  thinks  the  world  described  by 
them  to  be  the  real  world,  so  implicitly  does  he  believe  every 
statement  found  therein.  He  is  more  troubled  by  rumours 
of  the  Dauphin’s  illness  than  by  the  elopement  of  his  own 
daughter.  His  sleep  is  broken  by  worry  over  the  move¬ 
ments  of  Don  Carlos,  the  foreign  policy  of  Cardinal 
Fleury,  and  fears  that  the  Turks  may  push  their  way  into 
Austria,  Germany,  and  France,  and  finally  reach  England. 
In  one  scene,  Fielding  very  finely  parodies  the  foreign 
letters  in  the  newspapers.  He  shows  how  the  hack  begins 
with  a  rumour  in  the  first  sentence,  sets  up  a  contradictory 
rumour  in  the  second  sentence,  and  leaves  it  to  time  to 
settle  which  rumour  will  prove  correct.  Besides  the  merit 
of  the  play  as  a  good  comedy  verging  upon  farce,  it  has 
another  interest  in  that  Fielding  himself  afterwards  be¬ 
came  a  newspaper  man  and  a  justice  of  the  peace.  And  by 
a  curious  coincidence  the  justice  whom  he  was  to  succeed 
got  into  a  quarrel  the  next  year  at  a  coffee-house  with 
another  justice,  who  ran  him  through  the  abdomen,  though 
he  recovered  from  the  grievous  wound  and  lived  nearly 
long  enough  to  hand  on  the  office  to  Harry  Fielding.* 

*  “The  Craftsman,”  March  20,  1731. 
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It  was  in  this  play  that  Macklin,  the  comic  actor,  received 
his  “ first  marks  of  applause”  from  a  London  audience. 
His  biographer,  reporting  a  half-remembered  conversation 
with  him,  says  that  Macklin  was  called  in  to  take  the  part 
of  an  actor  “who  either  failed  in  the  representation  or  was 
taken  ill  after  the  first  night,”  and  that  his  performance 
more  than  answered  Fielding’s  expectations,  in  fact  “con¬ 
tributed  much  to  the  success  of  the  piece.”*  At  that  time 
Macklin  was  occasionally  employed  in  “trifling  parts”  at 
Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields,  and  when  “The  Coffee-House  Poli¬ 
tician”  was  put  on  there  early  the  next  season,  his  name 
occurs  against  the  character  of  Porer,  and  it  is  supposed 
that  he  also  appeared  as  Brazencourt  later  in  the  play.  As 
neither  role  is  of  any  importance  whatever,  it  is  not  clear 
how  Macklin  could  have  won  applause  from  them.  Porer 
and  Brazencourt  together  speak  no  more  than  ten  lines. 
There  are,  however,  indications  that  Macklin,  then  an  actor 
about  town,  unattached  to  any  company,  did  take  a  leading 
part  in  “The  Coffee-House  Politician”  when  it  was  first 
performed  at  the  Haymarket  and  thereby  gained  the  foot¬ 
hold  that  was  to  lead  on  to  fame.  For,  according  to  the 
theatrical  news  at  the  time,  there  was  delay  over  the  illness 
of  an  actor.  The  play  was  announced  for  Monday,  June 
15,  1730;  but  on  that  night  Fielding’s  two  farces  were  sub¬ 
stituted  for  it  “on  account  of  the  sudden  indisposition  of 
one  of  the  principal  performers.  ’  ’  It  first  reached  the  stage 
a  week  later,  on  Tuesday,  June  23,  the  day  on  which  it  was 
published.!  After  six  performances,  usually  with  “Tom 
Thumb”  as  an  afterpiece,  it  was  again  temporarily  with¬ 
drawn  because  of  the  actor’s  indisposition.  Altogether  the 
comedy  was  acted  eight  times  this  season,  two  of  which 
were  for  Fielding’s  benefit. 

*  W.  Cooke,  “Memoirs  of  Charles  Macklin,”  second  edition,  1806,  p.  399. 

t  ‘  ‘  The  Daily  Post,  ’  ’  June  12  and  23,  1730. 
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Fielding’s  plays,  with  a  few  others,  kept  the  Little 
Theatre  in  the  Haymarket  running  far  into  the  summer, 
until  August  at  least;  and  in  September  the  company  took 
the  great  theatrical  booth  in  Birdcage  Alley  for  the  per¬ 
formance  of  “Tom  Thumb”  at  the  time  of  the  Southwark 
fair.  During  the  summer  they  tried  with  slight  success  an 
anonymous  one-act  farce,  called  “Jack  the  Gyant-Killer, ” 
as  an  occasional  substitute  for  “Tom  Thumb.”  Though 
naturally  attributed  to  Fielding,  the  new  farce  was  only  the 
work  of  a  rather  clever  imitator — perhaps  Thomas  Cooke, 
about  whom  there  is  something  more  to  be  said  soon.  The 
scene  is  the  Palace  of  Folly,  once  the  seat  of  “the  old 
Monarch  Reason,”  whom  the  giants  had  deposed,  putting 
“the  charming  Princess  Folly”  in  his  place  as  their  Queen. 
Jack  breaks  into  the  palace,  kills  the  giants  while  they  are 
at  coffee  and  cards  with  the  Queen  and  her  company,  and 
restores  Reason  to  the  throne.  Though  “Jack  the  Gyant- 
Killer”  contains  some  fair  burlesque  of  tragedy,  it  was  too 
poor  a  replica  of  “Tom  Thumb”  to  awaken  more  than 
passing  interest.  “Tom  Thumb”  was  the  farce  that  people 
wished  to  see  and  read.  In  its  revised  form  it  was  twice 
printed,  making  three  editions  of  the  farce  before  its  first 
season  was  over. 

After  his  last  benefit,  occurring  on  July  2,  Fielding  prob¬ 
ably  went  into  the  West  for  the  rest  of  the  summer.  If  he 
had  written  no  play  of  the  first  order,  his  farces  had  enter¬ 
tained  the  town  more  than  any  other  dramatic  pieces 
since  “The  Beggar’s  Opera.”  They  must,  too,  have  en¬ 
abled  him  to  live  like  a  gentleman.  We  may  wonder  what 
his  puritanical  grandmother  thought  of  “Tom  Thumb”  and 
“The  Rape  upon  Rape.”  Perhaps  she  never  saw  them. 
Once  home  in  Salisbury,  he  himself  seemed  glad  to  forget 
that  Covent  Garden  life  depicted  in  these  and  other  plays. 
Above  all  the  pleasures  of  London,  he  now  placed  conversa¬ 
tion  with  Celia,  the  reigning  beauty  of  Salisbury,  whom  he 
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afterwards  married.  Either  this  year  or  the  next,  he  tells 
Celia : — • 

I  hate  the  town  and  all  its  ways ; 

Ridottos,  operas,  and  plays ; 

The  ball,  the  Ring,  the  Mall,  the  Court ; 

Wherever  the  bean-monde  resort ; 

All  coffee-houses,  and  their  praters ; 

All  courts  of  justice,  and  debaters ; 

All  taverns,  and  the  sots  within  ’em ; 

All  bubbles  and  the  rogues  that  skin  ’em. 

•  •  •  •  • 

Ask  you  then,  Celia,  if  there  be 
The  thing  I  love  ?  my  charmer,  thee.* 

*  ‘  ‘  Miscellanies,  ’  ’  1743,  I,  49-50. 


94 


CHAPTER  IV 


DRAMATIC  CAREER 

AN  EXPERIMENT  IN  POLITICAL  SATIRE 

Fielding  appears  to  have  enjoyed  the  society  of  Celia 
through  the  summer,  for  there  is  no  sign  of  his  being  in 
London  till  well  on  in  September,  when  “The  Craftsman’ ’ 
had  the  following  news-item:  “We  hear  that  the  Town 
will  shortly  be  diverted  by  a  Comedy  of  Mr.  Fielding’s, 
call’d,  ‘The  Modern  Husband,’  which  is  said  to  bear  a 
great  reputation.”  Whereupon  “The  Grub-street  Jour¬ 
nal”  remarked:  “I  don’t  understand  how  a  Comedy  so 
little  known  can  be  said  to  bear  a  great  reputation.”*  For 
reasons  that  will  eventually  become  clear  enough,  the 
comedy  which  Fielding’s  friends  were  praising  was 
deferred  to  another  season.  The  Little  Theatre  in  the 
Haymarket  opened  on  October  21,  1730,  with  “The 
Author’s  Farce”  and  “Tom  Thumb,”  for  which  Thomas 
Cooke,  the  translator  of  Hesiod,  supplied  a  general  pro¬ 
logue,  in  which  the  actors  asked  the  indulgence  of  the 
audience  on  the  score  of  youth  and  lack  of  experience.! 

As  in  the  previous  season,  the  company’s  main  reliance 
was  the  pen  of  Fielding.  While  waiting  for  new  farces 
from  him  they  continued  to  play  the  old  ones.  A  novelty 
in  the  performance  of  “The  Coffee-House  Politician”  and 
“Tom  Thumb”  on  November  30, f  was  the  addition  of  a 
farce,  probably  by  Cooke,  called  “The  Battle  of  the  Poets; 
or  the  Contention  for  the  Laurel,”  which  was  adroitly 

*  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  Sept.  24,  1730. 

t  Printed  with  ‘  ‘  The  Battle  of  the  Poets.  ’  ’ 

t  Advertised  for  this  date  in  ‘  ‘  The  Daily  Post,  ’  ’  Nov.  28.  Published  Dec.  17. 
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worked  into  the  second  Act  of  ‘ ‘Tom  Thumb”  as  a  varia¬ 
tion  and  enlargement.  Cooke,  though  Pope  had  put  him 
into  “The  Dunciad,”  was  a  writer  of  some  ability.  The 
translation  he  made  of  Hesiod,  whereby  he  was  dubbed 
“Hesiod  Cooke,”  is  still  regarded  as  the  best  in  the  lan¬ 
guage.  The  farce  attributed  to  Cooke  was  published  under 
the  pseudonym  of  Scriblerus  Tertius.  It  is  a  burlesque  of 
the  controversy  over  the  appointment  of  a  successor  in  the 
laureateship  to  Eusden,  the  “drunken  parson,”  who  died 
in  September.  The  three  main  candidates  for  the  post 
were  Colley  Cibber,  Lewis  Theobald,  and  Stephen  Duck, 
the  peasant  poet  of  Wiltshire,  known  as  “the  threshing 
poet”  because  of  his  occupation  and  a  poem  on  the  theme. 

Timing  his  “Contention”  to  the  announcement  that  the 
laurel  was  to  go  to  Cibber,  the  author  introduces  the  three 
candidates  into  the  farce  under  names  thinly  disguised: 
Cibber  as  Fopling  Fribble,  Theobald  as  Comment  Profund 
in  allusion  to  his  annotations  on  Shakespeare,  and  Duck 
as  Flail  speaking  the  broad  southern  dialect.  To  make 
the  situation  more  ridiculous,  are  added  Fielding’s  friend 
James  Ralph,  and  John  Dennis,  the  ill-natured  critic — 
who  are  renamed  Noctifer  and  Sulky  Bathos.  All  five 
poetasters  are  permitted  to  contend  in  turn  for  the  honour 
of  writing  the  epithalamium  at  the  marriage  of  Hunca- 
munca  and  Tom  Thumb.  Lord  Noodle,  Lord  Doodle,  and 
other  courtiers,  acting  as  judges,  decide  in  favour  of 
Fribble,  because  he  is  the  poorest  poet  in  the  lot.  This 
little  farce,  forming  a  genuine  addition  to  the  fun  of  1 1  Tom 
Thumb,”  was  several  times  repeated  and  held  the  stage 
for  a  number  of  years.  It  was  aimed,  of  course,  especially 
at  Cibber,  whose  mannerisms  and  ways  of  speech  on  and 
off  the  stage  were  ridiculed  in  phrases  such  as  “Ay,  ay, 
hum,  let  me  see!”  and  “Hah!  gadso,  that’s  true,  strike  me 
speechless !”  The  role  was  played  by  Henry  Woodward,  a 
boy  of  sixteen,  who  afterwards  became  a  famous  Mercutio. 
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» 

There  is  a  hint  that  Fielding  was  annoyed  at  this  en- 
graftment  on  “Tom  Thumb.”  He  could  hardly  have  liked 
to  see  Ralph  made  a  fool  of  on  the  stage.  At  any  rate,  he 
transferred  at  this  time  “The  Coffee-House  Politician” 
to  the  theatre  in  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields.  The  company 
playing  there  was  much  better  than  the  one  at  the  Hay- 
market.  Indeed,  John  Hippisley,  the  manager,  who  had 
been  the  creator  of  Peachum  in  “The  Beggar’s  Opera,” 
was  reckoned  near  the  first  comedian  of  his  time;  and 
Elizabeth  Younger,  who  supported  him  in  the  leading  comic 
parts,  was  a  charming  actress.  They  brought  out  Field¬ 
ing’s  comedy  on  December  4,  Hippisley  taking  the  role  of 
Squeezum,  and  Mrs.  Younger  that  of  Hilaret.  According 
to  the  newspapers,  unusual  preparations  were  made  for  the 
author’s  benefit  night,  on  December  7,  when  the  company 
performed  as  an  afterpiece  Hippisley ’s  own  ballad-opera 
of  ‘  ‘  Flora  ’  ’  followed  by  favourite  dances — ‘  ‘  the  Numidian, 
Fingalian,  and  Highland.  ’  ’  The  comedy  did  not  get  beyond 
the  fourth  night  before  the  Christmas  holidays.*  Over¬ 
frank,  though  humorous,  to  begin  with,  it  still  remained 
over-frank  despite  some  revisions  on  Fielding’s  part  and 
a  reworking  of  the  epilogue  at  the  apparent  desire  of  Mrs. 
Younger. 

The  new  year  saw  Fielding  back  at  the  Haymarket,  where 
the  company  continued  to  perform  “Tom  Thumb”  and 
added  “The  Temple  Beau”  to  their  scanty  repertoire. 
They  also  took  over  W.  R.  Chetwood’s  “Generous  Free¬ 
mason”  (which  had  been  performed  at  a  theatrical  booth 
the  previous  summer),  containing  the  “humours  of  Squire 
Noodle  and  his  man  Doodle.”  This  piece  was  sometimes 
played  with  “Tom  Thumb”  and  “The  Contention  for  the 
Laurel,”  so  that  on  the  same  night  the  audience  had  an 
opportunity  of  enjoying  Noodle  and  Doodle  from  three 

*  “The  Daily  Journal,”  Nov.  30,  Dec.  4,  7,  17  (when  the  play  was  published 
in  its  revised  form). 
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different  hands  and  three  different  points  of  view.  But 
Fielding  put  an  end  to  this  kind  of  performance  by  enlarg¬ 
ing  his  *  ‘  Tom  Thumb  ’ ’  to  three  Acts.  And  so  thorough  was 
the  revision,  that  he  renamed  the  piece  “The  Tragedy  of 
Tragedies;  or  the  Life  and  Death  of  Tom  Thumb  the 
Great.”  Announced  on  February  13,  by  “The  Grub-street 
Journal,”  the  new  “Tom  Thumb”  reached  the  stage  on 
March  24,  1731,  in  company  with  another  farce  in  three 
Acts  by  Fielding  called  “The  Letter-Writers:  or,  a  new 
Way  to  Keep  a  Wife  at  Home.”  To  awaken  curiosity  in 
these  farces,  Fielding  published  them  both  just  before  the 
first  performance.  With  an  eye  to  business,  he  evidently 
wrote  his  own  playbills.  In  “The  Daily  Post”  for  March 
23,  1731,  we  read: 

Never  Acted  before. 

By  the  Company  of  Comedians, 

At  the  New  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket, 

To-morrow  being  Wednesday  the  24th 
Day  of  March,  will  be  presented,  a  new 
Play,  in  three  Acts,  call’d, 

The  Tragedy  of  Tragedies, 
or, 

The  Life  and  Death  of  Tom  Thumb  the  Great. 

Containing, 

The  Rise,  Marriage,  Victory  and  Death  of 
Tom  Thumb ;  the  lawful  and  unlawful  Loves 
of  King  Arthur,  Queen  Dollallolla ;  Princess 
Huncamunca,  Queen  Glumdalca,  Grizzle,  &c. 
the  Rivalship,  Disappointment,  and  Rebellion 
of  Grizzle ;  the  memorable  Battle  between 
Grizzle  and  the  Queen  of  the  Giants ;  with 
the  terrible  Destruction  of  both  Armies ; 
and  the  doleful  and  Tragical  Apparition 
of  Gaffer  Thumb.  With  several  other  Tragical 
and  Historical  Passages. 
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» 

To  which  will  he  added,  a  new  Farce  of  three 
Acts  (never  perform’d  before)  call’d, 

The  Letter  Writers  : 

OR, 

A  New  Way  to  keep  a  Wife  at  Home. 

Both  by  Scriblerus  Secundus. 

Boxes  5s.  Pit  3s.  Gallery  2s. 

Places  to  be  taken,  and  Tickets  to  be  had,  at  Mr. 

Fribourg’s,  Maker  of  Rapee  Snuff,  next  Door  to  the  Theatre. 

N.  B.  Books  of  the  Tragedy,  with  Notes  by  Way  of 

Key,  &c.  will  be  sold  at  the  Theatre ;  as  also  Books  of  the  Farce. 

As  Scriblerus  Secundus,  Fielding  displaced  the  old  pref¬ 
ace  to  “Tom  Thumb”  with  a  new  one,  in  which  Cibber 
was  dropped  for  an  imitation  of  the  learned  style  of  Dr. 
Bentley  and  Professor  Burmann  of  Leyden.  Adopting 
their  formal  method,  he  examined  his  tragedy,  in  the  light 
of  all  that  Horace  and  Cicero  had  said,  with  reference  to 
the  fable,  the  characters,  the  sentiments,  and  the  diction,  to 
the  conclusion  that  it  excels  all  other  tragedies  in  every 
one  of  these  respects.  Where,  he  inquires,  can  you  find 
more  familiar  sentiments  expressed  in  sublimer  phrases 
than  here  ?  Where  can  you  find  better  inculcated  the  moral 
that  “human  happiness  is  exceeding  transient,  and  that 
death  is  the  certain  end  of  all  men”? — Are  not  all  the 
characters  killed  in  the  last  Act?  In  short,  is  not  “Tom 
Thumb”  the  tragedy  of  tragedies?  The  preface  contains 
incidentally  some  excellent  burlesque  of  John  Dennis,  who 
was  concerned  that  ‘  ‘  a  tragical  and  Christian  nation  would 
permit  a  representation  on  its  theatre,  so  visibly  designed 
to  ridicule  and  extirpate  everything  that  is  great  and 
solemn  among  us.”  The  town  was  divided,  says  Scriblerus, 
on  the  merits  of  his  play.  “Whilst  some  publicly  affirmed 
that  no  author  could  produce  so  fine  a  piece  but  Mr.  P[ope], 
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others  have  with  as  much  vehemence  insisted  that  no  one 
could  write  any  thing  so  bad  but  Mr.  F[ielding].” 

The  jest  of  the  preface  was  carried  over  into  annotations 
with  which  Scriblerus  Secundus  buried  the  text  of  “Tom 
Thumb”  as  if  he  were  editing  a  tragedy  of  Sophocles  or 
Seneca  after  the  most  approved  pattern.  The  critics — 
Bentley,  Burmann,  Dennis,  Theobald,  and  Salmon — are  set 
at  loggerheads,  with  himself  as  moderator,  over  a  multi¬ 
tude  of  questions  raised  by  the  play :  over  who  the  hero  was 
in  history,  whether  there  was  only  one  Tom  Thumb,  or 
whether  there  were  several  Tom  Thumbs;  over  when  the 
giants  flourished  and  who  they  were;  over  the  differences 
between  ancient  and  modern  tragedy,  if  “Tom  Thumb”  be 
taken  as  the  best  tragedy  since  the  Greeks  and  Romans; 
and  over  the  correct  reading  of  difficult  lines  and  the  beauty 
or  bathos  of  others,  down  to  the  employment  of  ghosts  in 
tragedy  and  comedy,  with  some  remarks  on  “the  size  of 
hell.”  These  annotations  Fielding  called  in  his  playbill 
“notes  by  way  of  key”  to  the  farce,  having  in  mind  another 
characteristic  of  them.  “Tom  Thumb,”  Scriblerus  claimed, 
was  written  in  the  time  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  and  on  this 
assumption  he  went  on  to  show  by  parallel  passages  how 
Dryden,  Lee,  Banks,  Thomson,  and  other  writers  of  heroic 
tragedy  had  plundered  it  for  their  most  striking  lines; 
whereas  Fielding  was  of  course  but  parodying  the  tragedies 
of  or  before  his  time.  Thomson’s  “New  Sophonisba” — 
which  was  still  much  talked  about,  still  criticised  and  de¬ 
fended — continued  to  be  his  game.  Fielding’s  parody  of 
one  line  in  the  tragedy  has  become  famous.  Thomson’s 

Oh !  Sophonisba,  Sophonisba,  oh ! 
was  now  turned  into 

Oh  !  Huneamunea,  Huncamunca,  oh ! 

with  the  footnote:  “This  beautiful  line  ought,  says  Mr. 
W[arburton],  to  be  written  in  gold.”  The  line  was  cer- 
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tainly  gold  to  Fielding  and  tlie  players.  Lord  Grizzle 
repeated  it  three  times  over  in  a  love  scene  with  Hunca- 
munca,  who  wished  another  husband  besides  the  little  Tom 
Thumb. 

Beyond  new  lines,  Fielding  made  many  larger  altera¬ 
tions  in  the  revised  “Tom  Thumb,”  some  for  the  better  and 
some,  I  think,  for  the  worse.  Clearly  a  success  was  the 
addition  of  Glumdalca,  the  Queen  of  the  giants.  Having 
lost  husbands  by  the  score  in  the  battle  with  Tom  Thumb, 
the  giantess  inclines  her  heart  towards  her  captor,  and  thus 
comes  into  rivalry  with  the  Princess  Huncamunca  for  that 
young  hero’s  affections.  A  scene  in  which  Huncamunca 
and  Glumdalca  meet  and  pour  forth  Billingsgate  against 
each  other  is  an  exact  parody,  line  by  line,  of  the  meeting 
between  Octavia  and  Cleopatra  in  Dry  den’s  “All  for 
Love.”*  Just  as  Octavia  in  Dryden’s  tragedy  comes  close 
up  to  Cleopatra  to  read  all  the  charms  of  that  face  which 
had  ruined  Mark  Antony,  so  Huncamunca  in  Fielding’s 
burlesque  approaches  Glumdalca  and  holds  a  candle  up  to 
her  face,  that  Tom  Thumb,  standing  by,  may  see  its  ugliness 
when  contrasted  with  her  own  handsome  features.  This 
scene  Hogarth  chose  for  a  frontispiece  to  the  book  of  the 
tragedy  which  was  supplied  to  the  audience  at  a  shilling  a 
copy.  Here  began,  so  far  as  is  known,  the  long  friendship 
between  the  first  novelist  and  the  first  painter  of  the  age. 

On  the  other  hand,  an  alteration  in  the  bloody  catastrophe 
was  hardly  an  improvement.  Fielding  pretended  to  regard 
seriously  the  criticism  against  slaying  a  ghost  on  the 
ground  that  when  a  man  becomes  a  ghost  he  is  already  dead. 
So  in  the  new  version  the  ghost  of  Tom  Thumb  does  not  rise 
to  meet  a  second  death  at  the  hands  of  Lord  Grizzle.  The 
last  seen  of  him  is  when  he  is  swallowed  by  the  cow.  But 
that  there  might  still  be  a  ghost  in  the  play,  Fielding  earlier 
brought  in  the  ghost  of  Tom’s  father,  Gaffer  Thumb,  to 

*  J.  Nichols,  “Literary  Anecdotes  of  the  Eighteenth  Century,”  III,  360. 
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warn  his  Majesty  that  Lord  Grizzle,  disappointed  in  not 
obtaining  Huncamunca  in  marriage,  was  raising  an  insur¬ 
rection  against  the  throne.  The  King  becomes  enraged 
when  the  ghost  utters  a  string  of  similes  in  the  tragic 
style,  and  threatens  to  run  him  through  the  body,  though  he 
has  none,  unless  he  will  cease.  This  amusing  scene  was 
followed  by  a  fine  burlesque  of  the  single  combat,  in  which 
Tom  Thumb  kills  Lord  Grizzle,  sending  his  soul  to  hell 
along  with  all  other  traitors.  The  public  was  nevertheless 
loath  to  give  up  the  old  ‘‘Tom  Thumb”  with  its  exquisite 
absurdity.  While  the  ghost  of  Tom  Thumb  was  saved  from 
slaughter  at  the  Haymarket,  the  company  at  Goodman’s 
Fields,  reviving  the  old  play,  continued  the  practice  of 
stabbing  it.  And  so  the  two  versions  were  performed, 
sometimes  the  one  and  sometimes  the  other,  for  several 
years  thereafter  at  the  various  theatres.  One  might  see 
the  tragedy  either  way,  just  as  he  preferred  it. 

“The  Letter-Writers,”  which  Fielding  wrote  to  fill  out 
an  evening’s  entertainment,  was  received  with  indifference. 
Subsequent  to  the  fifth  performance  its  place  as  an  after- 
piece  to  “Tom  Thumb”  was  taken  by  “The  Author’s 
Farce.”  The  new  farce  turns  upon  one  of  the  many  futile 
devices  employed  by  old  men  in  facetious  literature  for 
keeping  their  young  wives  at  home  away  from  temptation. 
In  this  case  each  husband  by  mutual  agreement  sends  to  the 
wife  of  the  other  an  anonymous  letter  threatening  her  with 
harm  if  she  stirs  abroad.  Fielding  depicts  the  effect  of 
these  letters  upon  wives  of  different  temperament.  Mrs. 
Softly,  in  order  to  display  her  courage,  goes  out  all  the 
more ;  while  Mrs.  Wisdom  contrives  to  manage  her  in¬ 
trigues  at  home.  Of  course,  the  farce  contains  much  wit 
and  very  funny  scenes;  but  as  a  whole  it  was  too  conven¬ 
tional  to  arrest  attention;  it  was  too  detached  from  those 
phases  of  contemporary  life  that  the  audience  was  then 
demanding  of  the  actors  at  the  Haymarket.  “The  Author’s 
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Farce”  had  presented  with  uncommon  humour  the  straits 
of  the  poor  playwright  along  with  ridicule  of  the  amuse¬ 
ments  of  the  town.  “Tom  Thumb  the  Great,”  besides 
being  a  burlesque  of  current  tragedy,  was  a  hit  at  Sir 
Robert  Walpole,  the  Great  Man,  as  he  was  called  in  irony 
by  his  enemies.  Fielding  reduced  the  Prime  Minister  to  a 
pigmy,  to  the  delight  of  the  audience,  making  the  little  man 
more  powerful  than  men,  giants,  and  the  gods  combined, 
and  then  throwing  doubt  upon  his  claims  to  have  killed  the 
giants  at  all.  And  yet  the  political  import  of  the  farce  was 
not  direct  enough  to  occasion  interference  on  the  part  of 
the  Government.  No  one  could  quite  say  that  Tom  Thumb 
was  intended  for  Walpole,  so  perfect  is  the  irony.  Indeed, 
had  the  charge  of  satirizing  the  Prime  Minister  been 
brought  against  Fielding,  he  could  have  defended  himself 
to  the  satisfaction  of  logic.  Such  is  irony  in  the  hands  of 
a  master. 

Emboldened  by  success,  Fielding  and  the  company  at  the 
Haymarket  now  went  too  far  into  politics  for  safety.  Party 
feeling  was  running  high.  Sir  Robert  Walpole,  his  place 
not  yet  quite  secure,  had  to  face  a  violent  and  noisy  oppo¬ 
sition  led  by  Lord  Bolingbroke  at  the  head  of  the  Tories, 
and  by  William  Pulteney  at  the  head  of  the  discontented 
Whigs.  These  two  politicians  formed  an  alliance,  and 
established  a  powerful  organ,  “The  Country  Journal;  or, 
the  Craftsman,”  for  exposing  the  craft  and  cheats  of  Robin 
(that  is,  Sir  Robert  Walpole),  who  in  the  elaborate  allegory 
is  a  dishonest  servant  of  an  imaginary  Caleb  D ’Anvers,  a 
bencher  of  Gray’s  Inn.  This  Caleb  D ’Anvers  was  the  pseu¬ 
donym  of  Nicholas  Amhurst,  whom  they  placed  in  charge 
of  their  newspaper  as  conductor  (editor,  we  should  now 
say).  He  was  an  able  but  coarse  political  writer  who  had 
been  expelled  from  Oxford  University.  During  the  winter 
and  spring  of  1731,  “The  Craftsman,”  so  called  for  short, 
was  especially  fierce  and  abusive  in  its  arraignment  of  the 
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Government.  Its  printer,  Richard  Francklin,  was  twice 
taken  into  custody  by  his  Majesty’s  messengers  for  articles 
written  by  Bolingbroke,  Pulteney,  or  Amhurst.  The  politi¬ 
cal  warfare  soon  spread  beyond  “The  Craftsman”  and 
other  newspapers  into  the  most  scurrilous  pamphlets 
accompanied  by  a  bloodless  duel  between  Pulteney  and  Lord 
Hervey,  a  close  friend  of  Walpole  and  the  reputed  author 
of  a  bitter  attack  on  Pulteney  and  Bolingbroke.  In  the  midst 
of  these  political  heats,  while  pamphlets  like  “Robin’s 
Game,  or  Seven  is  the  Main”  were  being  hawked  about  the 
streets,  Fielding  ventured  to  burlesque  the  political  quarrel, 
throwing  the  weight  of  his  satire  against  Walpole.  He 
called  his  play  “The  Welsh  Opera:  or,  the  Grey  Mare  the 
Better  Horse.”  After  several  delays,  the  farce  was  per¬ 
formed  at  the  Haymarket  with  ‘ 4  Tom  Thumb  ’  ’  on  April  22, 
1731  ;*  and  at  once  made  up  for  any  loss  in  popularity  occa¬ 
sioned  by  the  unfortunate  “Letter-Writers.” 

Fielding  took  his  cue  from  “The  Beggar’s  Opera,”  the 
best  type  of  the  ballad-opera,  in  which  the  dialogue,  written 
in  prose,  was  interspersed  with  numerous  songs  for  one 
or  more  voices.  These  songs  set  to  popular  tunes  were  the 
main  thing.  The  plot  was  of  little  moment  except  in  so  far 
as  the  audience  might  recognize  beneath  it  quite  another 
story,  that  is,  incidents  in  the  social  or  political  scandals  of 
the  time.  “The  Beggar’s  Opera”  was  filled  with  con¬ 
temporary  allusions  which  everybody  well  understood. 
The  quarrel,  for  instance,  between  Peachum,  the  receiver 
of  stolen  goods,  and  Lockit,  the  keeper  of  Newgate,  was 
perhaps  Gay’s  version  of  the  great  quarrel,  which  had  not 
yet  reached  its  full  head,  between  Walpole  and  Lord 
Townshend  over  their  share  in  political  graft.  Again, 
Macheath  the  highwayman  would  bring  to  mind  Walpole, 
who,  like  his  brother  on  the  road,  “levies  and  collects 
money,”  said  the  newspapers,  “on  people  for  his  own  use.” 

See  The  Daily  Post,”  for  April  21,  and  earlier  and  later  dates. 
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It  was  not  Gray’s  aim  to  make  kis  satire  consistent  through¬ 
out,  to  have  his  characters  agree  at  all  points  with  well- 
known  men  in  political  life;  his  aim  was  rather  to  hit 
Walpole  here  and  there  in  two  or  more  characters  and 
wherever  else  he  might  wish  in  the  dialogue  or  the  songs. 
His  general  thesis  was  that  there  is  really  no  difference 
between  the  politicians  in  power  and  thieves  or  highway¬ 
men.  Let  us  divest  Walpole  and  the  rest  of  the  insignia  of 
office,  put  them  on  the  road,  and  then  we  shall  see  what 
admirable  highwaymen  they  would  make. 

Fielding’s  “Welsh  Opera”  wears  a  very  innocent  look — 
so  innocent,  indeed,  that  his  biographers  may  be  excused 
for  passing  it  by  as  merely  the  title  of  one  of  his  farces  or 
as  “a  strange  jumble  without  any  intelligible  plot  or  inci¬ 
dents.”  As  if  to  lead  the  reader  astray,  Fielding  says 
naively,  having  in  mind  two  imitations  of  Gay,  that  it  has 
been  called  “The  Welsh  Opera”  because  the  scene  is  laid 
in  Wales,  just  as  we  have  “The  Village  Opera”  or 
“The  Scots  Opera,”  so  named  because  their  scenes  lie 
in  a  village  or  in  Scotland.  His  piece  merely  has  to  do, 
he  might  have  gone  on  to  say,  with  a  gentleman’s  household 
in  Wales.  There  is  Squire  Ap-Shinken,  thoroughly  hen¬ 
pecked  by  his  wife,  Mrs.  Ap-Shinken,  who  spends  her  spare 
time  in  talking  divinity  with  their  chaplain  Parson  Puzzle- 
text.  There  is  a  mischievous  son  Owen,  a  thorn  in  the  flesh 
of  both  parents,  especially  the  mother,  because  of  his 
familiarity  with  the  maids  and  for  other  reasons.  The 
squire,  provided  he  is  left  alone  with  pipe  and  bottle,  is 
content  to  let  his  wife  govern  the  family.  She  engages  and 
manages  all  the  servants,  who,  unknown  to  her,  are  plunder¬ 
ing  the  household.  The  worst  rogue  of  them  all  is  Robin 
the  butler.  He  steals  the  two  great  silver  spoons,  files  the 
plate,  “pretending  that  it  wasted  in  cleaning”;  sells  the 
very  glasses,  “pretending  that  the  frost  broke  them”;  and 
provides  for  the  brewing  of  more  beer  than  is  needed,  in 
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order  to  give  it  away  to  his  family,  in  particular  to  a  brother 
“who  gets  drunk  twice  a  day  at  master’s  expense.”  In 
league  with  him  is  John  the  coachman,  who  leaves  his  work 
undone  to  whet  Robin’s  knives  for  him.  Incidentally 
appears  Thomas  the  gardener.  And  finally  there  is  William 
the  groom,  Robin’s  warmest  friend  until  bitter  enmity  is 
stirred  up  between  them  by  a  trick  of  Owen’s  with  forged 
letters,  one  of  which  purports  to  have  been  written  by 
William  to  Sweetissa,  Robin’s  mistress  among  the  maids. 
William  and  Robin  meet  on  the  field  of  honour,  and  after 
denouncing  each  other  as  liars,  proceed  to  slap  and  kick 
each  other  to  the  tune  of  “Britons  Strike  Home.” 

What  Fielding  meant  by  this  fooling  must  have  been  as 
clear  as  daylight  to  an  audience  in  1731.  It  was  a  comic 
version  of  the  political  warfare  between  Walpole  and 
Pulteney,  with  the  Court  as  background.  The  humour  lies 
in  telling  the  story  in  terms  appropriate  to  the  disturbances 
in  a  Welsh  family.  King  George  and  Queen  Caroline  both 
spoke  English  with  a  decided  German  accent,  much  as  a 
Welshman  would  speak  the  language.  Hence  the  reason 
for  placing  the  scene  in  Wales.  Both  quarrelled  with  their 
son  Frederick,  Prince  of  Wales,  over  the  question  of  his 
marriage,  much  as  do  the  Welsh  squire  and  his  wife  over 
a  proper  match  for  Owen.  Like  Mrs.  Ap-Shinken,  the 
Queen  ruled  the  political  household  while  the  King  was 
left  to  his  pleasures.  No  appointments  could  be  made 
without  her  sanction;  and  like  Mrs.  Ap-Shinken,  she 
dabbled  in  theology,  about  which  she  really  knew  a  good 
deal,  to  the  amusement  of  the  wits  of  the  reign.  All 
the  men-servants  in  Lady  Ap-Shinken ’s  household  except 
William  bear  the  names  of  the  Queen’s  favourites,  and 
William  had  been  one.  Robin  the  roguish  butler  is  of 
course  Sir  Robert  Walpole.  John,  who  neglected  the  coach 
to  whet  Robin’s  knives,  is  John,  Lord  Hervey,  who  was 
supposed  to  write  the  sharp  and  slashing  pamphlets  for 
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Walpole.  Thomas  is  Thomas  Pelham-Holles,  Duke  of 
Newcastle,  a  colourless  adherent  of  the  Ministry.  And 
William,  trying  to  oust  Robin  from  the  Welsh  household, 
is  William  Pulteney,  who  struggled  hard  to  win  the  Queen ’s 
favour  against  Walpole.  The  variation  in  the  duel  as  given 
by  Fielding,  whereby  Robin  instead  of  John  fights  William, 
was  evidently  made  for  greater  dramatic  effect.  It  was 
better  sport  to  see  Walpole  and  Pulteney,  rather  than 
Hervey  and  Pulteney,  slap  and  kick  each  other.  To  proceed 
further,  Robin’s  brother  who  drinks  the  squire’s  beer  as 
fast  as  it  is  brewed,  is  Sir  Robert’s  younger  brother, 
Horatio,  to  whom  were  given  many  offices  near  the  King. 
And  intermixed  with  the  political  satire  are  social  scandals 
in  high  life,  manipulated  on  the  feminine  side  under  the 
names  of  Sweetissa,  Susan,  Betty,  and  Margery.  The  love 
passages  between  Robin  and  Sweetissa  reflect  Walpole’s 
intrigue  with  Miss  Skerrett,  a  mistress  of  several  years’ 
standing. 

Announced  as  an  afterpiece  to  “Tom  Thumb”  for  April 
7,  1731,  “The  Welsh  Opera”  was  in  fact  not  performed,  as 
we  have  seen,  for  a  full  fortnight,  ostensibly  because  of  its 
“not  being  entirely  ready”  for  the  stage.*  Doubtless  the 
risk  involved  in  its  performance  had  to  be  considered. 
There  was,  however,  apparently  no  opposition  as  yet  from 
the  Ministry.  During  the  next  six  weeks  it  was  performed 
ten  times  or  more  with  other  plays,  first  in  its  original  form 
and  then,  beginning  with  May  19,  as  revised  “with  several 
alterations  and  additions.”  Early  in  May  it  became  an 
occasional  afterpiece  to  “The  Fall  of  Mortimer,”  an  old 
historical  tragedy  by  William  Mountfort,  based  upon  a 
fragment  left  by  Ben  Jonson,  which  someone — probably  a 
minor  playwright  named  William  Hatchett— worked  over 
so  as  to  fit  it  exactly  to  the  present  political  situation  from 

*  ‘  ‘  The  Grub-street  Journal,  ’  ’  April  7.  See  also  ‘  ‘  The  Daily  Post,  ’  ’  through 
April,  May,  and  June. 
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the  standpoint  of  Walpole’s  enemies.  “The  Fall  of  Mor¬ 
timer”  was  the  boldest  attack  that  the  stage  had  yet  made 
upon  the  Prime  Minister.  The  Mortimer  of  history,  it  will 
be  recalled,  was  the  Earl  of  March  who,  conspiring  with 
the  Queen-Mother,  held  Edward  the  Third  in  subjection 
during  his  minority.  With  the  aid  of  his  creatures  he  ruled 
England  simply  for  his  own  personal  aggrandizement,  con¬ 
fiscated  estates,  lived  in  luxury,  and  was  accused  of  seeking 
the  throne  for  himself.  Eventually  he  met  a  deserved  fate 
on  the  scaffold.  As  it  stood  in  the  old  play,  the  parallel 
between  Mortimer  and  Walpole  was  striking  enough  for 
political  satire ;  and  when  Hatchett  had  finished  his  work, 
it  was  precise  in  all  essential  details.  Under  the  disguise 
of  Mortimer,  the  audience  saw  Walpole  intriguing  with 
Queen  Caroline,  rewarding  his  friends  on  the  basis  of  their 
value  to  him,  selling  patents,  selling  places  in  the  army  and 
the  navy  to  the  highest  bidder — in  a  word,  corrupting, 
oppressing,  and  plundering  the  nation  out  of  his  own 
insatiate  greed.  That  “The  Fall  of  Mortimer”  and  “The 
Welsh  Opera”— Walpole  scourged  and  Walpole  ridiculed— 
ever  got  beyond  the  first  night  is  evidence  of  the  Govern- 
ment’s  moderation  or  of  its  contempt  for  the  Little  Theatre 
in  the  Haymarket. 

Though  slow  in  coming,  the  blow  was  struck  a  month 
later.  In  the  meantime,  Fielding  carefully  rewrote  “The 
Welsh  Opera,”  retaining  the  scenes — especially,  he  says, 
“the  altercative  or  scolding  scenes ’’—which  the  town 
“particularly  approved,”  and  extending  the  play  by  great 
additions  from  two  to  three  acts.  He  renamed  it  “The 
Grub-Street  Opera,”  partly  as  a  retort  to  Grub  Street, 
which  was  attacking  him,  and  partly  because  he  regarded 
the  pamphlets  which  were  passing  between  Walpole’s 
fiiends  and  enemies  as  on  the  lowest  level  of  the  most 
scurrilous  hack-writers.  Like  Robin  and  William  in  the 
play,  these  pamphleteers,  though  gentlemen  of  quality 
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merely  rapped  out  the  lie  to  one  another.  In  “you  lie,” 
says  Fielding,  consists  “the  whole  wit  of  Grub  Street.” 
The  new  version,  with  new  or  improved  songs,  was  some¬ 
what  severer  on  Walpole — as  in  that  song  where  Sweetissa 
persuades  herself  into  thinking  that  Robin,  though  he  has 
robbed  everyone  else,  may  yet  be  honest  with  her.  The 
Queen’s  parsimony — “thrift”  she  called  it — was  also  dwelt 
upon  in  a  delightful  scene  between  Mrs.  Ap-Shinken  and 
Susan  the  cook,  leading  up  to  Susan’s  praise  of  old  English 
hospitality  against  her  mistress’s  denunciation  of  the  same, 
and  to  the  best-known  song  that  appears  in  Fielding’s 
plays — “The  Roast  Beef  of  Old  England”: 

When  mighty  roast  beef  was  the  Englishman’s  food, 

It  ennobled  our  hearts,  and  enriched  our  blood, 

Our  soldiers  were  brave,  and  our  courtiers  were  good. 

Oh  the  roast  beef  of  England, 

And  old  England’s  roast  beef! 

But  since  we  have  learnt  from  all-conquering  France, 

To  eat  their  ragouts  as  well  as  to  dance, 

Oh  what  a  fine  figure  we  make  in  romance ! 

Oh  the  roast  beef  of  England, 

And  old  England’s  roast  beef! 

This  song  has  been  attributed  to  Richard  Leveridge,  a 
popular  song- writer  for  the  stage,  whom  Fielding  mentions 
some  years  later  as  “my  honest  friend.”*  But  at  that  time 
Leveridge  was  in  the  employ  of  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields  and 
so  probably  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  words  or  the  music 
as  Fielding  gives  them.  Fielding  took  the  music  for  songs 
wherever  he  could  find  it,  “The  Beggar’s  Opera”  being  a 
frequent  source.  For  “The  Roast  Beef  of  Old  England” 
he  selected  the  air  of  “The  King’s  Old  Courtier”  from  the 
great  storehouse  of  English  melodies.  But  that  he  appro¬ 
priated  another’s  words  without  credit  is  unlikely.  As  a 

*“The  Champion,”  May  24,  1740. 
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matter  of  fact,  the  so-called  Beveridge  version  of  the  song, 
which  we  hear  of  afterwards,  was  snng  to  a  different  tune 
from  Fielding’s. 

As  thus  revised  and  rechristened,  Fielding’s  opera  was 
advertised  in  “The  Daily  Post”  for  June  11,  1731.  The 
day  before,  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  to  have  a  little 
sport  with  the  author,  inserted  the  following  notice,  signed 
by  Bavius,  the  pseudonym  of  the  editor: 

“Whereas  our  good  friend  Mr.  Scribleeus  Secundus 
hath  composed  an  Entertainment,  called  The  Grub-Street 
Opera,  which  he  intends  to  exhibit  at  our  Theatre,  in  the 
Haymarket,  to-morrow  the  11th  instant;  and  as  we  do 
presume  the  said  Opera  is  calculated  for  the  propagation 
of  our  Society,  we  have  thought  fit  to  publish  these  our 
Orders,  strictly  charging  all  our  Members  to  assemble  at 
the  sign  of  the  Cock  and  Bottle,  an  Alehouse  at  Charing- 
Cross,  between  the  hours  of  three  and  four,  thence  to  pro¬ 
ceed  in  a  body  to  the  said  Theatre ;  and  that  Mr.  Scribleeus 
do  take  care,  that  a  great  chair  be  provided  for  ourself  in 
the  Front-box,  and  do  give  his  attendance  to  conduct  us 
thereto;  and  that  all  our  Members  be  received  and  placed 
with  that  respect  which  is  due  to  them.  ’  ’ 

If  Grub  Street  was  preparing  to  attend  in  a  body  and 
hiss  down. the  farce,  the  society  was  disappointed.  The 
performance  was  postponed  on  a  pretext  for  three  days,  and 
then  came  the  announcement  from  the  company  that  they 
were  “obliged  to  defer  ‘The  Grub-Street  Opera’  until 
further  notice.”*  The  Government  had  in  some  way  inter¬ 
vened,  presumably  in  a  quiet  manner  through  the  Lord 
Chamberlain,  as  the  newspapers  speak  of  no  arrests. 
Thereupon  an  enterprising  bookseller  published  “The 
Welsh  Opera,”  without  Fielding’s  authority,  adding  a  pref¬ 
ace  to  the  effect  that  the  town  would  doubtless  find  not 
unacceptable  the  original  of  an  opera  that  has  “been  pre- 

*  “The  Daily  Post,”  June  14,  1731. 
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vented  by  a  certain  influence  which  has  been  very  prevailing 
of  late  years.”  The  publication  was  denounced  by  “The 
Daily  Post”*  as  not  a  true  copy;  and  subsequently  ap¬ 
peared,  without  any  preface,  “The  Genuine  Grub-Street 
Opera.  As  it  was  intended  to  be  acted,  .  .  .  printed  and 
sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  Comedians  of  the  New  Theatre  in 
the  Hay-Market.  ’  ’  Still  later  in  the  year,  Fielding  brought 
out  through  his  own  publisher  “The  Grub-Street  Opera. 
As  it  is  acted  at  the  Theatre  in  the  Hay-Market.”  With 
this  edition  of  the  opera  were  bound  up  the  left-over  copies 
of  “The  Masquerade,”  that  burlesque  poem  of  1728,  for 
which  Fielding  now  supplied  a  dedication  to  Count  Hei¬ 
degger  in  ironical  praise  of  the  gifts  that  nature  had  en¬ 
dowed  him  with.  When  he  wrote  these  commendatory 
pages,  he  was  thinking  of  Wycherley’s  dedication  of  “The 
Plain  Dealer”  to  My  Lady  Bennet,  a  director  of  sin  and 
pleasure  in  the  age  of  Charles  the  Second.  . 

Despite  the  statement  on  the  title-page  of  the  authorized 
edition,  it  is  doubtful  whether  1 4  The  Grub-Street  Opera  ’  ’  in 
its  final  form  ever  got  beyond  rehearsal.  There  may  have 
been  a  single  performance  in  July  as  asserted  by  Genest  in 
his  “Account  of  the  English  Stage”;  but  no  record  of  it 
has  ever  been  produced.  Walpole  had  clearly  determined 
to  suppress  open  satire  and  ridicule  of  himself  on  the  stage 
as  well  as  in  pamphlets  and  newspapers.  Early  in  July  the 
grand  jury  for  Middlesex  delivered  into  the  Court  of  the 
King’s  Bench  at  Westminster  a  presentment  against  sev¬ 
eral  pamphlets,  several  articles  in  “The  Craftsman,”  and 
44  The  Fall  of  Mortimer”  (which  had  recently  appeared  in 
print),  as  false,  infamous,  scandalous,  seditious,  and  trea¬ 
sonable  libels  against  his  Majesty’s  Government.  In  the 
face  of  this  action,  the  company  at  the  Haymarket  at¬ 
tempted  to  perform  “The  Fall  of  Mortimer,”  but  was 
prevented  by  the  appearance  of  the  high  constable  with  a 

*  July  26,  1731.  See  also  “Fog’s  Weekly  Journal,’’  July  31. 
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warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  actors,  who  managed  to 
escape  in  the  confusion.  A  few  weeks  later,  the  actors 
were  again  dispersed  by  the  constable  and  his  men  while 
the  company  was  acting  “  Hurlothrumbo  ” — a  play  so 
harmless  in  intent  as  to  have  been  dedicated  to  W alpole  and 
yet  capable  of  being  given  a  political  twist  if  the  actor  who 
took  the  part  of  Lord  Flame  felt  disposed  to  do  so.  These 
and  subsequent  appearances  of  the  constable  really  broke 
up  the  company  of  young  comedians  at  the  Haymarket.* 
It  was  triumphantly  announced  by  Orator  Henley  in  his 
“Hyp  Doctor,”  a  newspaper  which  he  had  established  in 
the  interests  of  Walpole,  that  the  next  performance  of  these 
“Hedge-Actors”  would  take  place  at  Tyburn.  The  play 
would  be  a  ballad-opera  in  one  Act  by  “Doeg  Fielding,” 
entitled  “Tyburn  in  Glory,  or  Thespis  in  a  Cart,  tying  in 
one  knot  the  beginning  and  end  of  tragedy.  ”f 

Thus,  so  far  as  Fielding’s  fortunes  were  wrapped  in  the 
Haymarket  theatre,  the  season  of  1730-1731  ended  dis¬ 
astrously  for  him.  He  had,  too,  the  annoyance  of  several 
personal  attacks.  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  as  early  as 
June  of  1730,  parodied  a  few  lines  in  the  first  scene  of 
“Tom  Thumb”  in  gross  ridicule  of  Fielding,  and  kept  up 
occasional  fire  at  him  well  into  the  autumn  of  the  next  year, 
ending  with  some  satirical  verses  lamenting  the  decadence 
of  the  drama  since  Shakespeare  and  Jonson,  “names  un¬ 
known”  to  Fielding.  Nor  did  he  escape  the  ridicule  meted 
out  to  contemporary  dramatists  in  a  play  entitled  “The 
Contrast,”  which  was  performed  at  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields 
on  April  30,  1731,  and  ran  there  for  three  nights.  This 
satirical  piece,  the  work  of  the  Hoadly  brothers — John  and 
Benjamin — was  never  published  owing  to  the  interference 
of  their  father,  the  Bishop  of  Salisbury,  with  whom  Field¬ 
ing  was  doubtless  already  acquainted.  Though  “The 

*  See  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  July  15,  29,  and  Aug.  26,  1731. 

t  “The  Hyp  Doctor,”  June  15  and  22,  1731. 
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Contrast”  was  aimed  primarily  at  Thomson,  whom  Field¬ 
ing  had  also  burlesqued,  yet  the  only  sentence  that  has 
survived  from  it  is  a  thrust  at  Fielding,  and  this  comes 
through  “The  Grub-street  Journal.”  “By  G — ,”  says 
one  of  the  characters,  “I  hate  all  ghosts,  from  the  bloody 
ghosts  in  Richard  the  Third  to  that  in  ‘Tom  Thumb. ’ 

At  the  same  time  there  was  in  circulation  a  print — purport¬ 
ing  to  have  been  painted  by  ‘  ‘  the  famous  Mons.  Croquinolet, 
lately  arrived  from  Paris” — called  “The  New  Grand  Tri¬ 
umphal  Arch,  or  the  Stage’s  Glory,”  on  which  “The 
Beggar’s  Opera,”  “ Hurlothrumbo ”  and  “the  great  dra¬ 
matic  piece  of  Tom  Thumb”  are  represented  by  allegorical 
figures  and  described  in  the  annotations  as  masterpieces  of 
the  contemporary  drama.f 

These  attacks  on  Fielding,  arising  sometimes  from  envy, 
but  more  often  from  a  love  of  banter,  are  an  index  that  he 
was  pleasing  a  large  part  of  the  town.  Even  “The  Grub- 
street  Journal”  admitted  “the  vast  encouragement”  that 
the  young  author  had  received  from  the  public.  Moreover, 
Fielding’s  burlesque  of  political  events  hardly  passed 
beyond  raillery.  Only  in  a  mild  degree  did  he  take  the 
side  of  the  disaffected  Whigs  against  the  Government. 
Again,  as  in  the  previous  year,  he  could  address  verses  to 
Walpole  in  playful  irony  of  the  Prime  Minister’s  skill  in 
denying  poor  authors: 

Great  Sir,  as  on  each  levee  day 
I  still  attend  you — still  you  say 
I ’m  busy  now,  to-morrow  come ; 

To-morrow,  sir,  you’re  not  at  home. 

So  says  your  porter,  and  dare  I 
Give  such  a  man  as  him  the  lie  ? 

*“The  Grub-street  Journal,”  May  27,  1731. 

t  Ibid.,  April  15,  1731.  There  is  also  an  attack  on  Fielding  in  “The  Candi¬ 
dates  for  the  Bays,”  a  poem  by  a  “Scriblerus  Tertius”  (not  Thomas  Cook), 
published  in  Dee.,  1730.  A  footnote  says  of  Fielding:  “This  Gentleman  is  so 
self-conceited  that  he  quarrels  with  every  one  who  shows  him  a  Fault.  ’  ’ 
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QUARREL  WITH  THE  GRUB-STREET  JOURNAL 

Thus  far  it  has  been  necessary  to  present  Fielding’s 
dramatic  history  mainly  in  an  indirect  manner  through  his 
works  and  the  alterations  that  he  made  in  them.  Hitherto 
the  newspapers  have  furnished  little  else  than  dates  for  the 
performances  of  his  plays,  with  an  occasional  effort  at 
gaiety.  For  the  season  of  1731-1732  materials  are  less 
scanty.  Fielding  now  drops  politics  for  a  time  and  flirts 
with  the  Walpole  Administration  in  the  vain  hope  of 
winning  the  Prime  Minister  as  a  patron.  More  interesting 
still,  he  becomes  involved  in  a  hot  controversy  with  “The 
Grub-street  Journal,”  which  extends  to  other  newspapers. 
On  the  one  side  are  the  onslaughts  from  the  Grubeans ;  on 
the  other  the  denunciations  of  Grub  Street  by  Fielding  and 
his  friends.  For  the  first  time  we  now  get  a  view  of  Fielding 
directly  in  action.  How  his  quarrel  with  1 1  The  Grub-street 
Journal”  arose  and  incidentally  why  he  modified  his  atti¬ 
tude  towards  Walpole  find  their  explanation  in  certain 
theatrical  changes  of  the  year  and  in  the  kind  of  plays  which 
Fielding  wished  to  produce. 

The  persecution  of  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket, 
which  had  begun  in  the  summer,  was  kept  up  into  the 
autumn  and  winter.  It  was  no  longer  safe  for  the  company 
to  continue  their  performances  because  of  threatened  if 
not  actual  interference  by  the  Government.  We  read  of 
the  frightened  actors  refusing  to  take  the  parts  assigned  to 
them;  in  a  word,  of  their  revolt.  By  December,  plays 
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ceased  to  be  performed  at  the  Haymarket  except  occa¬ 
sionally;  and  the  theatre  reverted  to  what  it  had  been 
before  Fielding  began  to  write  for  it:  that  is,  the  chief 
attraction  there  became  again  a  troupe  of  foreign  tumblers 
and  rope  and  ground  dancers  drawn  from  all  nations — 
French,  German,  Italian,  and  Dutch.  In  the  circumstances 
the  natural  course  for  Fielding  was  to  make  peace  with  the 
managers  of  Drury  Lane — with  Wilks  and  Cibber,  both  of 
whom,  it  will  be  remembered,  had  been  treated  with  dis¬ 
respect  in  ‘‘The  Author’s  Farce.”  The  road  to  peace  was 
doubtless  easy.  The  misunderstanding  between  Wilks  and 
Fielding  had  arisen  merely  from  a  difference  in  tempera¬ 
ment.  Cibber,  since  his  appointment  to  the  laureateship, 
had  been  preparing  to  quit  the  stage  in  favour  of  his  son 
Theophilus,  to  whom  he  had  already  delegated  his  office  as 
one  of  the  managers  of  Drury  Lane,  though  he  still  con¬ 
tinued  to  act  in  leading  roles  in  case  his  son  was  not 
equal  to  them.  As  yet  Fielding  possessed  none  of  the 
antipathy  for  the  son  that  he  had  felt  towards  the  father. 

In  other  ways,  too,  the  situation  had  changed  since  1730. 
At  that  time  Fielding  was  an  unknown  quantity;  now  he 
was  the  most  popular  of  all  living  playwrights.  So,  if  he 
was  glad  to  go  over  to  Drury  Lane,  the  managers  must 
have  been  equally  glad  to  obtain  him.  With  him  migrated 
the  best  actors  of  the  Haymarket  theatre.  Apparently  they 
did  not  become  exactly  a  part  of  the  company  at  Drury 
Lane,  for  at  first  they  were  employed  only  to  fill  out  the 
roles  in  Fielding’s  farces.  The  two  companies,  intermixing 
in  many  plays,  went  on  harmoniously  together  through  the 
long  and  stormy  season  before  them;  and  the  good  feeling 
that  existed  between  the  poet  and  the  players  was  recorded 
in  a  handsome  compliment  that  Fielding  paid  the  Cibbers  in 
his  preface  to  “The  Mock  Doctor,”  in  which  Theophilus 
performed  the  leading  part  admirably.  “I  shall  only  con¬ 
gratulate,”  wrote  Fielding,  “the  town  on  the  lively  hope 
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they  may  entertain  of  having  the  loss,  they  are  one  day  to 
suffer  in  the  father,  so  well  supplied  in  the  son.” 

As  the  theatre  in  Drury  Lane  was  under  royal  patronage, 
Fielding  could  no  longer  indulge  in  pointed  satire  against 
Walpole.  “Tom  Thumb”  was  indeed  revived  there;  but 
the  political  intent  of  this  burlesque  was  vague  and  un¬ 
certain.  Nor  would  Fielding’s  sympathies  with  Pulteney 
and  “the  Patriot  Whigs,”  as  they  were  called,  permit  him 
to  turn  his  Muse  against  the  Opposition.  Though  thus 
excluded  temporarily  from  the  field  which  he  had  cultivated 
the  previous  year,  he  still  enjoyed  great  freedom.  There 
still  remained  for  him  all  the  follies  of  the  town,  and  all  the 
social  abuses  not  too  closely  connected  with  politics,  though 
the  Government,  in  the  last  analysis,  might  be  responsible 
for  some  of  them.  Moreover,  the  excellent  company  at 
Drury  Lane,  reinforced  by  the  young  players  of  the  Hay- 
market,  was  ready  to  take  any  number  of  social  farces  that 
he  might  write  for  them,  and — what  touched  more  nearly 
Fielding’s  ambition — there  was  an  opportunity  to  slip  in 
a  regular  comedy  of  five  Acts,  such  as  the  company  at  the 
Haymarket  had  never  been  able  to  perform  well.  Under 
the  stimulus  of  his  new  friends,  Fielding  produced,  within 
six  months,  five  plays  and  bore  a  hand  in  another. 

The  first  of  them  was  ‘  ‘  The  Lottery,  ’  ’  a  lively  little  farce 
in  the  form  of  a  ballad-opera — put  on  at  Drury  Lane  the 
first  night  of  the  new  year,*  in  the  wake  of  the  great  state 
lottery  whose  drawings,  extending  over  forty  days,  had 
closed  a  few  weeks  before.  These  lotteries,  occurring  every 
year  by  authority  of  Parliament  as  a  means  of  raising 
revenue,  were  becoming  more  and  more  scandalous. 
According  to  the  usual  scheme,  there  were  80,000  tickets 
of  which  70,000  were  blanks,  the  prizes  running  from  two 
of  £10,000  down  to  a  large  number  of  £20  only.  The  big 
prizes  had  a  way  of  going  to  someone  connected  with  the 

*  So  announced  in  “The  Daily  Post,"  Dec.  31,  1731. 
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Court  or  to  “a  lady  in  Germany.*  ’ ’  The  tickets,  costing 
several  pounds  each,  were  bought  up  in  the  gross  by  stock¬ 
jobbers,  who  sold  them  in  fractional  parts  to  poor  people 
at  immense  profits.  Particularly  bad  was  their  practice  of 
“horsing”  the  tickets,  as  the  slang  of  it  was;  that  is,  of 
letting  out  tickets  for  hire  at  so  much  a  day  for  any  one  of 
the  forty  days  of  the  drawing.  Not  only  were  the  chances 
greatly  against  a  man  who  took  a  horse;  but  “the  jockies 
of  the  alley”  often  fraudulently  horsed  again  and  again 
blank  tickets  that  had  already  been  drawn.  All  these  abuses 
Fielding  exposed  in  his  farce.  The  part  of  Chloe,  a  girl 
who  comes  up  to  town  in  the  expectation  of  winning  £10,000 
in  the  lottery,  was  taken  by  Miss  Raftor — afterwards 
“Kitty”  Clive, — an  actress  for  whose  talent  and  character 
Fielding  like  everybody  else  had  great  admiration.  The 
humour  lay  in  the  fact  that  Chloe  conducted  herself  as  if 
she  already  had  the  £10,000  in  hand,  and  got  a  husband  on 
the  strength  of  her  imaginary  fortune,  who  of  course  re¬ 
signed  her  to  her  true  lover  as  soon  as  he  found  himself 
married  to  a  lottery  ticket. 

As  played  on  that  January  night,  “The  Lottery”  was  a 
slight  piece  of  two  scenes;  but  for  the  performance  of 
February  10,  1732,  Fielding  added  a  scene  representing  the 
actual  drawing  in  the  Guildhall,  where  all  the  lotteries  were 
held.*  He  brought  on  the  stage  the  great  lottery-wheel, 
with  the  commissioners,  clerks,  and  spectators,  so  that 
everybody  might  see  just  how  it  is  done  in  front  and  behind 
the  curtains  as  the  wheel  is  opened  and  one  ticket-holder 
after  another  is  ruined.  No  number  comes  up  for  more 
than  £20,  and  most  of  them  are  blanks.  Chloe ’s  is  a  blank 
and  she  faints.  The  farce,  with  its  songs  set  to  music  by 
Mr.  Seedo,  passed  through  three  editions  with  altera¬ 
tions  the  first  year,  and  its  subsequent  performances  are 
unnumbered. 

*“The  Daily  Post,”  Feb.  10,  1732. 
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While  “The  Lottery”  was  in  its  first  run,  Fielding 
“stood  gossip,”  in  his  own  phrase,  to  “The  Modish 
Couple,”  a  comedy  by  Charles  Bodens,  a  captain  in  the 
Foot-Guards  and  sometime  gentleman  usher  to  the  King. 
The  play,  quite  formless  and  impossible,  reached  the  stage 
on  January  10,*  but  was  withdrawn  after  the  fourth  night. 
Fielding  out  of  kindness  to  “the  Comic  Captain”  perhaps 
touched  it  up  here  and  there  and  wrote  the  epilogue,  con¬ 
cluding  with  a  doubtful  compliment : 

As  the  first  fault,  ye  critics,  spare  what’s  past, 

And  spare  him,  wits,  in  hopes  ’twill  be  the  last. 

At  the  time  Fielding  had  by  him  a  comedy  of  his  own, 
entitled  “The  Modern  Husband,”  which,  as  I  have  ob¬ 
served,  had  been  circulating  in  manuscript  among  his 
friends  for  more  than  a  year.  He  had  submitted  it  to  Lady 
Mary  Wortley  Montagu,  just  as  was  done  with  his  first 
comedy,  “Love  in  Several  Masques,”  and  it  was  approved 
by  her  as  well  as  by  many  others  of  the  first  rank.  In  her 
published  correspondence  appear  two  rather  formal  letters! 
from  Fielding  to  Lady  Mary,  in  one  of  which  he  thanks  her, 
on  a  Wednesday  evening,  for  having  read  the  first  three 
Acts  of  an  unnamed  play,  and  in  the  other  (the  beginning 
of  which  has  been  lost)  he  asks  permission  to  wait  upon  her 
at  Twickenham  with  the  manuscript  of  “The  Modern 
Husband” : 

“I  hope  your  Ladyship  will  honour  the  Scenes  which  I 
presume  to  lay  before  you  with  your  Perusal.  As  they  are 
written  on  a  Model  I  never  yet  attempted,  I  am  exceedingly 
anxious  least  they  should  find  less  Mercy  from  you  than 
my  lighter  Productions.  It  will  be  a  slight  compensation 
to  the  modern  Husband,  that  your  Ladyship’s  Censure  will 

*  Genest,  ‘  ‘  English  Stage,  ’  ’  III,  329. 

t  Lord  Wharncliffe,  “Letters  and  Works  of  Lady  Mary  Wortley  Montagu,” 
1861,  11,19-20. 
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defend  him  from  the  Possibility  of  any  other  Reproof,  since 
your  least  Approbation  will  always  give  me  a  Pleasure 
infinitely  superior  to  the  loudest  Applauses  of  a  Theatre. 
For  whatever  has  past  your  Judgment,  may  I  think  without 
any  Imputation  of  Immodesty  refer  Want  of  Success  to 
Want  of  Judgment  in  an  Audience.  I  shall  do  myself  the 
Honour  of  waiting  on  your  Ladyship  at  Twickenham  next 
Monday  to  receive  my  Sentence  and  am 

Madam,  with  the  most  devoted  Respect 
Your  Ladyship’s  most  Obedient 
Most  humble  Servant 

London  7br  4  Henry  Ffielding”* 

The  proper  date  for  this  letter,  though  it  is  not  so  given 
by  Lady  Mary’s  editors,  is  probably  Friday,  September  4, 
1730,  three  weeks  before  “The  Grub-street  Journal”  an¬ 
nounced  that  Mr.  Fielding  had  completed  a  comedy  to  be 
called  “The  Modern  Husband.”  The  young  man,  when  he 
told  his  cousin  that  it  was  written  on  a  model  which  he 
had  never  before  attempted,  meant  that  it  was  neither  a 
farce  nor  a  Congreve  wit-trap,  but  a  serious  comedy  repre¬ 
senting  directly  from  observation  certain  phases  of  con¬ 
temporary  life.  What  he  had  really  produced,  though 
perhaps  he  was  not  aware  of  it,  was  a  novel  in  dramatic 
form  running  through  five  Acts  to  eighty-odd  pages  of 
prose.  Why  the  comedy,  which  was  advertised  for  the 
stage  as  far  back  as  the  autumn  of  1730,  had  never  yet  been 
performed  is  quite  apparent.  The  company  at  the  Hay- 
market  could  have  done  nothing  with  it;  and  its  subject 
was  such  as  to  make  any  theatre,  however  well  disposed  to 
the  author,  hesitate  to  take  it.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Modern  of 
the  play  live  far  beyond  their  income;  and  in  order  to  keep 
pace  with  the  pleasures  of  the  town,  the  husband  persuades 

*  Taken  from  the  MS.  in  the  Athenaeum  Library  at  Boston.  Compare  with 
the  reproduction  of  the  original  letter  in  “The  Works  of  Lady  Mary  Wortley 
Montagu,”  1803,  I,  106. 
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liis  wife  to  sell  herself  to  Lord  Richly  for  £1,500.  Though  it 
was  not  a  squeamish  age,  there  were  even  then  limits 
beyond  which  the  playwright  adventured  at  his  peril. 

The  comedy  was  hissed  on  the  first  night,  February  14, 
1732;*  so  the  newspapers  said  and  so  Fielding  later  ad¬ 
mitted,  though  he  implied  that  the  disturbance  came  only 
from  clerks  and  apprentices.  Objection  was  made  to  the 
cold-blooded  scenes  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Modern  and 
rather  strangely  to  the  Lady  Charlotte  of  the  play,  intended 
as  a  type  of  the  harum-scarum  young  woman  of  quality, 
extravagant  in  speech  and  in  pursuit  of  pleasure,  but  quite 
charming  and  really  sound  at  heart.  That  Lady  Charlotte 
should  be  condemned  by  anyone  as  “ unnatural”  perplexed 
Fielding,  for  he  had  been  assured  by  Lady  Mary  that  she 
was  ‘  ‘  the  picture  of  half  the  young  people  of  her  acquaint¬ 
ance.  ”f  Despite  the  interruptions  by  the  audience,  the 
company  at  Drury  Lane  went  on  with  the  play  and  actually 
performed  it,  somewhat  revised,  fifteen  times,  almost  con¬ 
tinuously.  Though  never  revived,  it  “had  such  success,” 
says  Fielding,  “that  I  began  to  think  it  a  good  play  till 
the  Grub-street  Journal  assur’d  me  it  was  not.”  With  the 
exception  of  Miss  Raftor,  all  the  best  actors  took  roles  in 
the  comedy.  There  were  the  three  Cibbers — father,  son, 
and  daughter  Mrs.  Charke, — as  well  as  Wilks,  whose  Mr. 
Bellamant  in  this  play  was  to  be  his  last  original  character, 
illness  and  death  being  already  near  at  hand.  The  elder 
Cibber  wrote  the  epilogue,  very  moral  in  tone,  for  which 
Fielding  substituted  one  of  his  own  in  gayer  mood  at  the 
fifth  performance  on  February  18.  Thereafter  the  comedy 
was  also  followed  by  dancing  to  enliven  the  evening’s  enter¬ 
tainment.  A  prologue,  which  Fielding  himself  wrote,  briefly 
rehearses  the  author’s  dramatic  history.  He  confesses  to  a 

*  For  dates  and  details,  see  “The  Daily  Post,”  “The  Grub-street  Journal,” 
and  “Prolegomena”  to  “The  Covent-Garden  Tragedy.” 

t  “Tom  Jones,”  Bk.  VIII,  Ch.  I. 
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want  of  art  in  his  first  plays,  apologizes  for  his  monstrous 
farces,  and  announces  his  present  aim  of  restoring  true 
comedy  to  the  stage — 

The  stage,  which  was  not  for  low  farce  design  ’d 
But  to  divert,  instruct,  and  mend  mankind. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  Fielding’s  serious  purpose  in 
“The  Modern  Husband,”  the  main  situation  of  which  he 
believed  to  be  common  in  high  life.  He  may  have  been 
mistaken,  but  Moderns  were  certainly  not  unknown  in  his 
time.  Theophilus  Cibber,  for  example,  who  had  a  role  in 
this  very  comedy,  subsequently  encouraged  an  intrigue 
between  his  wife  and  a  country  gentleman,  with  a  view  to 
extorting  heavy  damages.  In  all  essentials,  his  case  was 
“The  Modern  Husband”  played  over  again  in  real  life. 
And  yet,  true  as  the  situation  may  have  been  to  the  society 
of  the  time,  it  was  not  appropriate  for  comedy.  It  was 
appropriate  enough,  perhaps,  for  the  novel — indeed,  we 
have  suggestions  of  it  in  “Amelia” — but  no  audience  cares 
to  see  actually  performed  all  the  sordid  incidents  involved 
in  a  husband’s  sale  of  his  wife  in  order  to  pay  their 
gambling  debts.  Mr.  Modern  and  Lord  Richly,  not  very 
unusual  characters  in  novels,  are  simply  unendurable  on 
the  stage.  The  question  of  morality  or  immorality,  of 
course,  is  of  little  moment.  Fielding  thought  that  he  was 
doing  right  in  exposing  a  shameless  vice  in  society.  After 
all  his  farces,  he  would  become  a  censor  of  the  age.  Lady 
Mary  approved  his  design,  and  Walpole,  probably  out  of 
friendship  to  her,  accepted  the  dedication  when  the  comedy 
was  published.  The  dedication,  while  containing  some 
general  praise  of  the  Prime  Minister — his  “humanity  and 
sweetness  of  temper,”  qualities  that  impressed  all  who 
were  acquainted  with  him, — was  in  the  main  an  adroitly 
phrased  appeal  to  him  to  become  a  protector  of  letters. 

On  the  appearance  of  Fielding’s  comedy,  “The  Grub- 
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street  Journal”  opened  fire.  This  weekly  newspaper,  it 
may  be  said,  had  been  established  in  1730  as  the  organ  of  an 
imaginary  Grubean  Society  having  its  headquarters  at 
“the  Pegasus  (vulgarly  called  the  Flying  Horse)  in  Grub 
Street.”  According  to  the  jest  of  the  founders,  they  hoped 
to  do  for  literature  what  the  Royal  Society  was  doing  for 
science.  Mr.  Bavius  as  their  secretary  was  responsible  for 
the  leading  articles,  either  writing  them  himself  or  pro¬ 
curing  them  from  his  friends.  Squire  Blunderbuss,  the 
historian  of  the  Society,  reported  its  transactions.  Mr. 
Poppy,  “an  excellent  poet,”  supplied  the  verse.  Mr. 
Quidnunc  collected  and  digested  the  news  from  other  news¬ 
papers,  with  satirical  comment  thereon.  If  a  political 
article  were  needed,  Mr.  Quidnunc  was  expected  to  write 
that  too.  There  appear  also  a  Mr.  Maevius  as  a  companion 
to  Mr.  Bavius,  a  Mr.  Conundrum,  the  speculatist,  and  a 
variety  of  correspondents  with  equally  fanciful  names, 
Latin  and  English.  As  was  then  suspected  and  as  is  now 
reasonably  certain,  the  real  power  behind  ‘  ‘  The  Grub-street 
Journal”  was  Alexander  Pope,  who  not  only  contributed, 
under  the  signature  of  Mr.  Poppy,  numerous  epigrams  to 
its  columns,  but  actually  planned  and  maintained  the  news¬ 
paper  as  a  concealed  means  of  praising  himself  and  lashing 
his  enemies.  The  Mr.  Bavius  whom  Pope  employed  as  his 
manager  or  editor  was  a  nonjuring  clergyman  named 
Russel,  who,  being  near  if  not  quite  a  Roman  Catholic,  was 
in  sympathy  with  the  poet’s  religious  creed.  In  politics  the 
journal,  as  well  as  Pope  himself,  was  on  the  side  of  the 
Tories,  who,  in  union  with  the  disgruntled  Whigs,  then  com¬ 
prised  the  Opposition  to  the  Walpole  Ministry.  Politics 
and  religion,  however,  were  rarely  discussed  in  the  abstract 
by  the  Grubeans.  Men  who  differed  from  them  in  religion 
and  politics  were  attacked  ostensibly  on  other  grounds  than 
their  beliefs  and  opinions.  “The  Grub-street  Journal” 
flourished  on  personalities,  scurrility,  and  scandal.  Within 
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this  sphere  it  was  among  the  most  -brilliant  newspapers  ever 
written.  Nothing  of  its  kind  could  be  better,  for  example, 
than  the  scorn  and  ridicule  that  it  dealt  out  periodically  to 
Colley  Cibber  as  it  took  up  one  by  one  the  odes  which  he 
wrote  as  poet  laureate,  and  reduced  them  to  nonsense  and 
vacuity.  Hitherto  Fielding  had  been  regarded  as  fair  game 
by  the  Grubeans  in  their  lighter  mood.  Now  that  he  wore 
the  Walpole  badge  apd  was  associated  with  Pope’s  arch¬ 
enemy,  Colley  Cibber,  he  exposed  himself  to  those  heavier 
shafts  of  Grub  Street  wit  that  were  aimed  to  kill.  It  is  not 
to  be  supposed  that  Pope  ordered  the  attack.  He  probably 
instigated  and  directed  the  long  war  on  Cibber,  against 
whom  he  had  an  ancient  grudge.  But  the  case  was  different 
with  Fielding,  who  had  not  yet  offended  the  poet  directly. 
War  was  doubtless  declared  against  Fielding  by  the 
Grubeans  on  the  general  principle  that  all  who  frequented 
the  camp  of  Pope’s  enemies  should  take  their  punishment. 
It  was  some  time  after  the  battle  had  opened  that  Pope  had 
reason  for  hostility  towards  Fielding. 

The  attack  was  begun  in  “The  Grub-street  Journal,” 
on  February  24,  1732,  by  a  correspondent  calling  himself 
Dramaticus,  who  claimed  a  grievance  against  the  managers 
of  Drury  Lane  for  rejecting  a  play  that  he  had  submitted  to 
them.  Who  Dramaticus  was  it  is  impossible  to  determine. 
The  ways  of  Grub  Street  were  so  devious  that  one  may  be 
reasonably  sure  that  he  was  not  an  outsider,  as  he  would 
have  it  appear,  but  really  one  of  the  Grubeans  themselves 
who  assumed  a  personal  grievance  as  a  point  of  attack, 
though  the  play  rejected  may  have  been  written  and  sub¬ 
mitted  by  someone  else.  Nothing  more  was  needed  for  his 
article  than  a  copy  of  a  letter  accompanying  the  return  of 
a  play.  In  sending  the  manuscript  back,  Wilks  wrote  the 
letter  for  the  managers,  saying  that  “the  play  was  a  very 
sensible  performance,  was  really  pretty,  but  not  theatrical; 
so  that  he  could  not  undertake  to  act  it  on  any  account.” 
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This  letter  was  taken  by  Dramaticus  as  his  text  for  a  sar¬ 
castic  inquiry  into  what  was  meant  by  theatrical.  Does  the 
word  mean  anything  more  than  that  an  author  is  a  friend 
of  the  players?  Were  the  plays  that  had  been  damned  one 
after  another  at  Drury  Lane  that  winter  theatrical?  Would 
it  not  be  well  to  try  now  and  then  a  sensible  and  really 
pretty  performance  and  cease  playing  these  theatrical 
pieces? 

As  yet  Dramaticus  had  not  seen  “The  Modern  Husband,” 
then  in  the  midst  of  its  run.  Subsequently  he  visited  the 
theatre,  read  the  book  of  the  play  in  his  closet,  and  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  cover  the  first  page  of  “The  Grub-street  Jour¬ 
nal,”  on  March  30,  with  a  belated  condemnation  of  this  so- 
called  theatrical  play  by  a  friend  of  the  managers.  Nothing 
good  was  found  in  it  at  all.  Its  author,  the  critic  declared, 
has  not  the  slightest  idea  of  what  comedy  should  be,  though 
he  talks  about  diverting  and  instructing  mankind.  There  is 
no  unity  in  the  fable ;  for  half  the  conversations  are  irrele¬ 
vant  to  the  business  in  hand.  Several  of  the  characters  are 
old  ones  purloined  from  other  comedies,  and  all  the  rest 
lie  outside  of  nature.  Indeed,  whenever  the  author  strives 
to  be  original,  he  produces  a  Lady  Charlotte,  vivacious 
without  a  glimmer  of  understanding,  or  monsters  like  Lord 
Richly  and  Mr.  Modern,  “the  vilest  characters  that  ever 
yet  entered  into  comedy.”  Over  Lady  Charlotte’s  remark 
that  Gay  wit  has  made  her  laugh  “five  hundred  hours 
together,”  Dramaticus  exclaims:  “Gods!  is’t  possible! 
Sure  she  exaggerates:  Oh,  Bavius!  Oh,  Conundrum!  Can 
this  be  true !  ’  ’  Relenting  somewhat  at  the  end,  the  Grubean 
conceded  a  grain  of  intelligence  to  Fielding.  “I  found, 
indeed,”  he  concludes,  “here  and  there,  but  very  sparingly 
scattered,  a  touch  that  implied  good  sense  and  reflection; 
but  like  an  April  sun,  it  only  shows  itself,  and  away;  bad 
weather  returns,  and  we  have  a  great  deal  of  filth  to 
struggle  through.” 
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Fielding  made  no  immediate  reply  to  Dramaticus;  and 
when  the  reply  did  come,  it  was  mainly  concerned  with  more 
serious  charges.  But  his  friend  Thomas  Cooke,  who  estab¬ 
lished  in  April  a  monthly  periodical,  called  “The  Comedian, 
or  Philosophical  Enquirer,”  took  up  in  June  the  case 
against  a  “paltry  weekly  journal.”  Cooke’s  retort  was 
sane  and  dignified.  He  admitted  that  “The  Modern  Hus¬ 
band”  has  “some  scenes  independent  on  the  main  business 
of  the  play” ;  and  yet,  taken  as  a  whole,  he  regarded  it  as  by 
far  the  most  notable  comedy  of  the  season,  either  at  Drury 
Lane  or  at  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields.  He  went  so  far  as  to  say 
that  it  “has  wit,  humour,  satire,  and  moral  reflections  not 
unworthy  the  pen  of  the  best  Stoic.  ’  ’  Lady  Charlotte,  with 
her  foolish  alertness  and  voluble  nonsense,  was  especially 
commended  as  the  ridicule  of  a  very  common  type  of  woman 
such  as  anybody  conversant  with  the  world  of  fashionable 
folly  has  often  seen  and  heard  rattle  on  over  herself  and 
the  amusements  of  the  town.  Whatever  faults  the  comedy 
may  possess  were  due,  in  Cooke’s  opinion,  to  the  fact  that 
the  author  “had  not  leisure  to  make  it  otherwise  than  it 
now  is.”  Mr.  Fielding,  we  are  told  in  a  most  interesting 
passage,  feels  certain  that  his  aim  to  make  some  vices  and 
follies  ridiculous  and  others  odious  is  perfectly  legitimate, 
and  so  he  merely  “laughs,  without  anger,  at  those  who 
expose  themselves  by  a  fruitless  endeavour  to  expose  him.” 

Cooke  was,  of  course,  mistaken  in  supposing  that  Fielding 
had  been  cramped  for  time  in  composing  “The  Modern 
Husband,”  which  had  lain  in  his  desk  for  many  months. 
Nothing,  however,  but  a  desire  to  keep  the  theatre  going 
could  have  induced  him  to  write,  as  he  now  did,  three  more 
plays  in  rapid  succession  for  the  summer  season  at  Drury 
Lane.  They  are  “The  Old  Debauchees,”  “The  Covent- 
Carden  Tragedy,”  and  “The  Mock  Doctor.”  As  soon  as 
the  first  two  appeared  together,  Fielding  had  Dramaticus 
with  Bavius  and  all  the  rest  at  his  heels  again.  Indeed,  had 
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he  set  out  on  purpose  to  awaken  the  ire  of  “The  Grnb-street 
Journal”  he  could  not  have  chosen  a  more  offensive  subject 
than  that  of  the  first  of  these  plays.  Everybody  was  talking 
about  the  famous  case  of  Father  Girard,  Director  of  the 
Jesuit  Seminary  at  Toulon  in  southern  France.  The  priest, 
it  was  alleged,  had  practised  sorcery  to  seduce  Catherine 
Cadiere,  a  beautiful  and  innocent  girl  to  whom  he  was  con¬ 
fessor.  In  October,  1731,  the  Jesuit  was  brought  to  trial 
in  the  Parliament  of  Provence  and  barely  escaped  con¬ 
viction  and  burning  at  the  stake.  In  fear  of  his  life  he 
fled  from  the  town,  and  Mile.  Cadiere  disappeared,  none 
but  those  who  spirited  her  away  knew  where.  All  the 
details  of  the  seduction  during  the  girl’s  trances,  as 
brought  out  by  the  trial,  were  spread  abroad  in  the  news¬ 
papers,  in  pamphlets,  in  memoirs,  and  in  an  anonymous 
ballad-opera  called  “The  Wanton  Jesuit,”  which,  if  the 
title-page  speaks  true,  was  performed  at  the  Haymarket. 
Fielding  here  had  at  hand  a  theme  for  quick  work.  Unlike 
the  author  of  “The  Wanton  Jesuit,”  he  did  not  follow  very 
closely  the  story  of  Father  Girard.  He  took  just  enough 
of  it  for  an  effective  play,  writing  with  one  eye  on  the 
current  narrative  and  the  other  on  the  more  or  less 
conventional  situations  and  characters  of  contemporary 
comedy.  He  had  in  mind  Moliere’s  Tartuffe  almost  as 
much  as  Father  Girard.  The  Jesuit  as  Fielding  renders 
him  is  balked  in  his  attempt  at  seduction  by  a  ruse  of  the 
girl’s  lover,  who  substitutes  himself  for  her  in  her 
chamber.  So  “the  dirty  priest”  is  exposed  and  led  off  the 
stage  to  be  washed  in  a  horsepond  and  tossed  dry  in  a 
blanket.  From  Fielding’s  point  of  view  the  sorcery  carried 
on  at  Toulon  was  all  a  sham  for  concealing  sexual  immo¬ 
rality.  Most  diverting  are  the  scenes  in  which  several  of 
the  characters  are  represented  as  possessed  by  devils,  as 
seeing  visions  and  hearing  voices,  as  receiving  messages 
from  saints,  which  are  to  be  interpreted  forwards  or  back- 

126 


THE  GRUB-STREET  JOURNAL 

wards,  sometimes  one  way,  sometimes  the  other.  And  for 
gaining  the  proper  atmosphere,  there  is  much  talk  about 
purgatory,  nunneries,  and  holy  water,  all  of  which  are 
keenly  ridiculed.  How  well  Fielding  enjoyed  writing  this 
part  of  his  play  may  be  inferred  from  the  fact  that  he  kept 
until  his  death  the  book  from  which  he  derived  his  most 
laughable  scenes.  It  was  “The  History  of  the  Devils  of 
Toulon,”  and  he  turned  it  all  into  farce. 

“The  Old  Debauchees,”  having  but  three  Acts,  needed 
another  play,  of  two  Acts,  to  give  the  required  length  to  an 
evening’s  performance.  So  Fielding  wrote  “The  Covent- 
Garden  Tragedy,”  interspersed  with  songs  and  concluding 
with  a  dance.  A  ballad-opera  in  form,  the  afterpiece  is  in 
style  a  burlesque  of  “The  Distrest  Mother,”  a  tragedy  in 
blank  verse  which  Ambrose  Philips  twenty  years  before 
had  translated,  with  few  alterations,  from  Racine’s  “An- 
dromaque.  ’  ’  The  old  tragedy  by  Philips,  which  had  awak¬ 
ened  the  wonder  of  Sir  Roger  de  Coverley,  still  remained 
a  stock  piece  at  Drury  Lane  notwithstanding  its  stilted 
structure  and  very  narrow  interest.  Its  plot  was  manipu¬ 
lated  mainly  by  four  characters.  Pyrrhus,  King  of  Epirus, 
— long  betrothed  to  Hermione,  daughter  of  Menelaus  and 
Helen, — falls  violently  in  love  with  Andromache,  Hector’s 
widow,  whom  he  has  taken  captive  with  her  son  Astyanax. 
Orestes,  son  of  Agamemnon,  and  in  love  with  Hermione, 
comes  to  the  court  of  Pyrrhus  as  ambassador  from  the 
Greeks.  The  plot  moves  on  slowly  through  long  conversa¬ 
tions,  varied  by  soliloquies,  between  Pyrrhus  and  An¬ 
dromache,  and  between  Orestes  and  Hermione,  giving  the 
effect  altogether  of  four  children  at  seesaw ;  when  one  pair 
ia  up  the  other  pair  is  down.  Eventually  Andromache  con¬ 
sents  to  marry  Pyrrhus  in  order  to  save  her  son  from  her 
royal  lover,  who  will  otherwise  have  him  put  to  death.  At 
the  instigation  of  Hermione,  Pyrrhus  is  slain  by  the  Greeks 
led  on  by  Orestes;  Hermione,  overcome  by  remorse,  stabs 
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herself  and  falls  upon  the  corpse  of  Pyrrhus ;  Orestes  runs 
mad;  but  Andromache  survives,  sound  and  whole,  as  a 
reward  for  not  staining  the  bed  of  Hector  by  a  second 
marriage.  Plot,  characters,  and  sentiments,  all  easily  lent 
themselves  to  ridicule. 

In  framing  a  parallel  action  necessary  to  burlesque, 
Fielding  descended  lower  than  he  had  ever  yet  gone.  He 
laid  the  scene  of  “The  Covent-Garden  Tragedy”  in  the  back 
parlour  of  a  brothel  near  the  square  whence  the  tragedy 
takes  its  name.  The  distrest  mother  in  this  case  is  Mother 
Punchbowl  the  bawd,  whose  business,  formerly  prosperous, 
has  recently  declined  to  a  few  swaggerers  and  beaus.  Pyr¬ 
rhus  and  Andromache  are  converted  into  Lovegirlo  and 
Kissinda;  Orestes  and  Hermione  become  Captain  Bilkum 
and  Stormandra.  The  conversations  and  soliloquies  of 
“The  Distrest  Mother”  are  parodied  loosely  or  exactly, 
always  with  the  limping  and  halting  of  the  original  tragedy. 
At  the  end  Bilkum  is  reported  to  have  run  through  Love¬ 
girlo  with  “a  cursed  thrust,”  but  Lovegirlo  soon  enters  to 
announce  that  his  coat,  not  his  body,  had  received  the 
wound;  likewise  Stormandra  is  supposed  to  have  hanged 
herself  to  “her  curtain’s  rod,”  but  it  was  her  gown,  not 
herself,  that  had  been  seen  hanging  there.  The  play  con¬ 
cludes  happily  as  in  comedy;  not,  however,  with  marriage, 
but  with  the  promise  of  Lovegirlo  and  Bilkum  to  remove 
their  mistresses  from  the  street  and  take  them  into  keeping. 
The  jest  of  the  conclusion — happiness  is  relative — was 
derived  from  a  scene  in  “The  Beggar’s  Opera,”  which 
Fielding’s  farce  resembles  in  general  tone  and  in  many 
other  ways  also.  In  fact  it  was  advertised  as  a  rival  to 
Gay’s  famous  piece  of  social  satire. 

Into  “The  Covent-Garden  Tragedy”  was  worked  some 
personal  scandal,  then  clearly  understood  but  now  rendered 
obscure.  The  scene  was  associated  with  a  notorious  bagnio, 
and  several  of  the  characters  with  well-known  people  in  the 
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theatrical  district.  Mother  Punchbowl  was  presumably 
Mother  Needham  just  off  Covent  Garden,  who,  as  hinted  at 
in  the  play,  had  stood  in  the  pillory  not  long  before,  to  be 
pelted  by  the  mob.*  Or  she  may  have  been  the  more  fashion¬ 
able  Mrs.  Haywood,  “a  useful  woman,”  says  Fielding 
elsewhere,  “in  the  parish  of  Covent  Garden”;!  or  as  her 
obituary  notice  has  it  some  years  later,  “a  lady  well-known 
to  the  polite  part  of  the  world.”  According  to  a  story  told 
to  Horace  Walpole,  Fielding  had  in  mind,  when  describing 
the  mock  suicide  of  Stormandra,  Fanny  Braddock,  who 
hanged  herself  at  Bath  after  having  gambled  away  her  little 
fortune ;  and  further  reflected  in  his  plot  ‘  ‘  an  amorous  dis¬ 
cussion”  between  her  brother  Edward,  afterwards  General 
Braddock,  and  a  Mrs.  Upton.  Braddock  took  Mrs.  Upton’s 
money  by  force  and  left  her  in  the  lurch.!  The  character 
to  whom  Walpole  alludes  here  is  “the  mighty  Captain  Bil- 
kum,”  a  bully  who  has  the  reputation  at  Mother  Punch¬ 
bowl’s  of  bilking  his  mistresses.  Be  these  allusions  as  they 
may,  there  is  no  doubt  about  Fielding’s  introducing  the 
editor  of  “The  Grub-street  Journal”  as  porter  or  pimp  to 
Mother  Punchbowl.  Leathersides — that  is  the  name  Field¬ 
ing  gives  him — has  learned  to  read  well  enough  to  make  out 
the  playbills,  and  so  regards  himself  as  fully  equipped  to 
write,  as  he  is  doing,  the  dramatic  criticisms  in  ‘  ‘  The  Grub- 
street  Journal.”  The  character,  with  amusing  additions, 
was  drawn  from  a  real  porter  at  the  Rose  Tavern,  known 
as  “Leathercoat,”  who  for  a  pot  of  beer  would  lie  down  in 
the  street  and  let  a  carriage  pass  over  him.  This  was 
Fielding’s  first  retort  to  the  attack  on  “The  Modern 
Husband.” 

“The  Old  Debauchees”  and  “The  Covent-Garden  Trag¬ 
edy”  were  performed  together  at  Drury  Lane  on  June  1, 

*  ‘ ‘ The  Grub-street  Journal,”  April  29  and  May  6,  1731. 
t  Annotation  to  the  burlesque  of  Juvenal’s  “Sixth  Satire.” 
t  P  Toynbee,  “Letters  of  Horace  Walpole,”  1903,  III,  334-335. 
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1732,*  at  the  opening  of  the  summer  season,  during  which 
the  younger  members  of  the  company  stayed  on  to  play 
farce  and  light  comedy  twice  a  week,  while  the  older  mem¬ 
bers  withdrew  for  rest.  This  was  the  first  night  for  each 
play.  Miss  Raftor  undertook  the  roles  of  Isabel  (Mile. 
Cadiere)  in  “The  Old  Debauchees”  and  of  Kissinda  in 
“The  Covent-Garden  Tragedy,”  thus  appearing  in  succes¬ 
sion  as  “a  virtuous  lady,  and  a  miss  contest.”  In  each 
character  she  was  supported  by  Theophilus  Cibber,  first  as 
the  Jesuit  and  then  as  Lovegirlo.  The  comedy  was  endured 
by  the  audience — some  hissed,  more  applauded.  But  the 
farce  even  Miss  Raftor ’s  acting  could  not  save:  it  was 
completely  damned.  True,  there  was  laughter  from  the 
bucks  that  understood  “the  secret  history”  of  the  piece, 
but  laughter  was  drowned  in  whistles  and  catcalls  from  the 
rest  of  the  audience.  By  consent  of  author  and  players 
“The  Covent-Garden  Tragedy”  was  immediately  with¬ 
drawn  ;  and  Fielding  proceeded  to  repair  his  losses.  Stories 
have  ever  been  current  respecting  the  rapidity  with  which 
Fielding  worked  under  pressure ;  here  is  an  authentic  case. 
He  cut  from  “The  Old  Debauchees”  the  passages  which 
displeased  the  public  so  that  by  the  next  week  the  comedy 
was  being  received  with  “universal  applause”;  and  within 
a  fortnight  he  had  in  rehearsal  ‘  ‘  The  Mock  Doctor :  or  the 
Dumb  Lady  Cur’d,”  as  a  substitute  for  “The  Covent- 
Garden  Tragedy.” 

The  new  masterpiece  is  sometimes  described  as  a  trans¬ 
lation  of  “Le  Medecin  malgre  lui,”  which,  says  Fielding, 
Moliere  wrote  “in  a  very  few  days”  to  accompany  and 
lighten  “Le  Misanthrope,”  which  was  in  danger  of  failing. 
Fielding’s  “Mock  Doctor”  is  not  exactly  a  translation, 
however;  it  is  rather  a  thorough  adaptation,  English  in 
setting  and  in  sentiment.  The  plot  is  Moliere ’s,  but  Field¬ 
ing  condenses,  expands,  modifies  in  many  ways  to  suit 

*  ‘ ‘ The  Daily  Post,”  May  31,  June  1  and  5,  1732. 
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himself.  When  all  is  over,  Moliere ’.s  farce  of  three  Acts 
becomes  a  ballad-opera  of  a  single  Act.  No  signs  of  haste 
are  apparent  except  perhaps  that  Fielding  has  fewer  songs 
than  nsnal  and  that  he  slightly  reworks  for  “The  Mock 
Doctor ”  an  old  song  from  “The  Grub-street  Opera.’’ 
Strangely  enough,  he  made  no  use  of  other  English  ver¬ 
sions  of  “Le  Medecin” — Lacy’s  and  Mrs.  Centlivre’s,  for 
example — but  went  direct  to  Moliere.  The  result  was  most 
happy.  “The  Mock  Doctor”  was  put  on  as  the  second 
piece  to  “The  Old  Debauchees”  for  the  performance  of 
June  23;  and  the  two  pieces  ran  on  together  through  the 
rest  of  the  summer.*  Miss  Raftor  and  young  Cibber  in  the 
leading  roles  were  received  with  an  applause,  says  Fielding 
in  his  preface,  that  “admits  of  no  addition  from  my  pen.” 
Like  Moliere  before  him,  he  turned  threatened  disaster  into 
triumph.  His  enemies,  to  be  sure,  told  him  that  it  was  all 
due  to  the  acting;  that  his  farce  was  worthless,  or  that  it 
was  stolen  from  Moliere. 

Here  as  usual  Fielding  found  it  difficult  to  refrain  from 
personal  banter.  The  audience  seems  to  have  expected  it 
of  him  and  to  have  taken  delight  in  it.  In  this  instance  his 
butt  was  Dr.  John  Misauhin,  a  French  physician  living 
close  by  in  St.  Martin’s  Lane.  Though  Misauhin  held  from 
the  London  College  of  Physicians  a  licence  to  practise,  he 
conducted  himself  as  a  quack  and  was  so  regarded  by  the 
public.  His  foreign  manners,  his  broken  speech,  and  his 
arrogance  were  frequent  objects  of  ridicule  in  the  news¬ 
papers;  he  was  also  caricatured  by  Hogarth  in  “The 
Harlot’s  Progress”  and  in  other  prints  of  the  time.  Field¬ 
ing,  who  never  forgot  him,  began  a  chapter  in  “Tom  Jones” 
with  the  remark:  “The  learned  Dr.  Misauhin  used  to  say, 
that  the  proper  direction  to  him  was,  To  Dr.  Misauhin,  in 
the  World;  intimating  that  there  were  few  people  in  it  to 
whom  his  great  reputation  was  not  known.”  The  physi- 

*“The  Daily  Post,”  June  23,  1732,  and  subsequent  dates. 

131 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

cian’s  “great  reputation”  rested  upon  a  little  pill  which, 
he  had  compounded  as  a  cure  for  most  diseases.  In  “The 
Mock  Doctor,”  Gregory,  the  mock  physician,  impersonates 
Dr.  Misaubin  in  speech  and  gesture  and  tries  to  induce  his 
wife  to  take  his  “litle  peel”  for  the  distemper  indicated  by 
her  pulse.  This  very  funny  scene,  not  in  Moliere,  Fielding 
added,  it  is  said,  to  please  Miss  Ra'ftor,  who  wished  to  have 
extended  her  part  as  the  mock  doctor’s  wife.  That  the 
public  relished  the  satire  on  the  quack  who  posed  as  another 
Aesculapius  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  Fielding  dedicated 
the  farce,  when  he  published  it  a  few  weeks  later,  to  Dr. 
Misaubin,  the  author  not  of  learned  treatises  on  the  art  of 
medicine,  but  of  a  little  pill  which  has  rendered  as  many 
blessings  to  mankind  as  were  the  evils  that  hopped  out  of 
Pandora’s  box  when  the  lid  was  lifted. 

And  where,  one  may  ask,  was  “The  Grub-street  Journal” 
during  all  this  time?  Throughout  April  and  May,  inter¬ 
mittent  shots  had  been  aimed  at  the  management  of  Drury 
Lane;  and  in  June  the  whole  artillery  of  Grub  Street  was 
trained  on  Fielding — by  Bavius,  Maevius,  Dramaticus,  Pro- 
saicus,  Publicus,  Conundrum,  and  some  others  in  the  list  of 
Grubean  pseudonyms.  The  fire  came  from  leading  articles, 
assumed  correspondents,  satirical  verses,  and  news-items 
even.  No  one  can  say  that  Pope  directed  the  fire;  but  he 
must  have  consented  to  it,  else  it  could  never  had  been  pro¬ 
longed,  as  it  was,  for  three  months.  Fielding  had  now  surely 
offended  Pope  and  the  staff  of  his  newspaper.  In  “The 
Old  Debauchees,”  he  had  depicted  a  rascally  priest  of  the 
Church  of  Rome,  and  had  given  a  burlesque  account  of  what 
one  may  expect  to  find  in  Purgatory.  In  “The  Covent- 
Garden  Tragedy,”  he  had  shown  his  utter  contempt  for 
“The  Grub-street  Journal”  by  putting  editor  and  con¬ 
tributors  in  a  class  with  the  porters  and  pimps  that  bring 
business  to  a  brothel.  Prosaicus  and  Dramaticus  were  both 
present,  they  said,  at  the  first  performance  of  these  plays ; 
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and  both  were  shocked,  especially  by  “The  Covent-Garden 
Tragedy.”  Prosaicus  was  induced  to  go  to  the  theatre  that 
night,  he  claimed,  by  a  gentleman  of  the  Temple,  who  told 
him  that  he  would  see  as  fine  a  “burlesque  piece”  as  any 
that  had  ever  appeared  on  the  stage.  In  fact,  nothing  had 
ever  excelled  it  for  “pointed  satire,  true  humour,  and  mock 
heroic.”  He  was  surprised  to  find  so  “polite  an  audience” 
at  that  time  of  the  year,  and  was  moderately  interested  in 
“the  secret  history”  and  “personal  scandal”  woven  into 
the  plot.  But  he  had  never  before  witnessed  so  dull  and 
obscene  a  play.  It  was  nothing  more  than  what  one  might 
see  any  night  at  a  notorious  bawdy-house,  to  which  indeed 
several  in  the  audience  retired  after  the  play  was  over. 
Dramaticus  likewise  had  never  before  seen  “so  shameful 
a  piece,”  and  dubbed  it  “The  Common-Garden  Tragedy.” 
Fielding,  it  was  insinuated,  was  really  the  bully  depicted  in 
the  farce,  and  the  other  characters  were  his  associates. 

These  attacks  on  Fielding,  which  came  from  “The  Grub- 
street  Journal”  on  June  8  and  June  15  respectively,  drew  a 
return  fire  from  the  players  and  from  the  author  himself. 
As  the  first  shot,  a  correspondent  signing  himself  “Mr. 
Wm,  Hint,  Candle-Snuffer”  at  Drury  Lane,  published  in 
“The  Daily  Post”  for  June  21  a  letter  addressed  to 
“Dramaticus,  alias  Prosaicus,  alias  Bavius,  alias  &c.  &c. 
&c.  ’  ’  It  was  generally  understood  that  this  tart  reply  was 
written  by  Theophilus  Cibber,  perhaps  with  aid  from 
Fielding.  Dramaticus  is  accused  of  attacking  Fielding 
partly  because  envious  of  a  popular  poet  and  partly  because 
stung  by  the  passage  where  “the  bawd  tells  her  porter 
(not  much,  I  think,  to  his  honour)  that  he  is  one  of  the 
authors  of  ‘The  Grub-street  Journal.’  ”  Dramaticus  may 
be  certain  that  his  own  play,  rejected  at  Drury  Lane,  will 
never  reach  the  stage  anywhere.  Finally  the  Grubeans  as 
a  whole  are  challenged  to  give  “some  quotations”  from 
“The  Covent-Garden  Tragedy”  or  to  mention  “some  par- 

133 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

ticular  scene  or  incidents”  that  will  substantiate  their 
charge  of  indecency  against  a  play  that  goes  no  further  than 
“The  Beggar’s  Opera.”  For  an  instance  of  the  depravity 
of  current  taste  and  morals,  one  should  not  look  to  the 
theatre  hut  to  “the  wretched  low  stuff”  in  “The  Grub- 
street  Journal,”  “which  any  person  of  common  sense  ought 
to  be  more  ashamed  of  reading  than  women  of  the  first 
modesty  to  see  any  performance  ever  yet  exhibited.” 

The  next  shot  was  fired  by  Fielding  without  disguise. 
He  had  published  “The  Old  Debauchees”  on  June  13*  as 
a  successful  play,  though  “The  Grub-street  Journal”  in¬ 
sisted  that  it  had  been  damned  along  with  “The  Covent- 
Garden  Tragedy,”  and  that  on  one  night  the  audience  had 
been  dismissed  because  it  was  not  large  enough  to  justify 
a  performance.  “The  Covent-Garden  Tragedy”  he  was 
content  to  regard  as  a  failure ;  but  since  it  had  been  scanda¬ 
lously  misrepresented  by  his  enemies,  he  now  decided  to 
print  it.  The  farce  was  published  on  June  24, f  with  “Pro¬ 
legomena”  by  way  of  a  preface,  cast  in  the  form  of  a 
burlesque  of  the  first  attack  made  upon  him  by  Dramati- 
cus  in  the  preceding  March.  In  a  mock  manner,  Field¬ 
ing  utterly  condemns  “The  Modern  Husband,”  “Tom 
Thumb,”  and  “The  Covent-Garden  Tragedy,”  quoting  for 
the  purpose  “Horase”  and  “Aristuttle,”  and  exclaiming, 
like  Dramaticus:  “Oh!  Bavius!  Oh!  Conundrum,  is  this 
true!”  There  is  a  hint,  too,  in  the  “Prolegomena”  that 
Pope  was  behind  the  scurrility  of  Grub  Street.  “I  have 
been  long  sensible,”  says  Fielding,  “that  the  days  of  poetry 
are  no  more,  and  that  there  is  but  one  of  the  moderns  (who 
shall  be  nameless)  that  can  write  either  sense  or  English, 
or  grammar.”  This  was  a  direct  challenge  to  Pope  to 
come  out  of  his  concealment. 

Thereupon  Pope  let  loose  his  array  of  scribblers  who 
attacked  and  pommelled  Fielding  on  all  sides  in  the  next 

*“The  Daily  Post,”  June  13,  1732.  f  Ibid.,  June  23,  1732. 
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numbers  of  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  especially  in  the 
issues  for  June  29,  July  13,  and  July  20.  Every  play  that 
Fielding  had  published  that  year  was  completely  riddled. 
His  pen,  it  was  iterated  in  varying  phrase,  “was  not  only 
void  of  wit,  manners,  and  modesty,  but  likewise  of  the 
most  common  rules  of  poetry  and  grammar.”  His  “Mock 
Doctor”  even  did  not  escape  censure.  That  it  was  taken 
bodily  from  Moliere,  everybody  of  course  knew ;  but  every¬ 
body  did  not  know  that  Fielding  had  “mangled  and  mis¬ 
understood”  Moliere ’s  farce  “from  the  very  title-page  to 
finis.”  It  ought  to  have  been  called,  as  anyone  who  could 
read  French  should  be  aware,  not  “The  Mock  Doctor,”  but 
“The  Forc’d  Physician.”  As  a  jest,  “William  Hint”  was 
brought  out  of  his  seclusion  with  an  affidavit  to  the  effect 
that  the  article  purporting  to  come  from  him  was  really 
written  by  Mr.  Cibber  and  Mr.  Fielding;  that  he  had  always 
regarded  Mr.  Fielding’s  writings  as  either  above  his  appre¬ 
hension  or  below  his  notice.  The  controversy,  it  is  clear, 
became  the  talk  of  the  coffee-houses.  According  to  “The 
Grub-street  Journal,”  Fielding  waxed  furious,  and  was 
prevented  only  by  the  intervention  of  a  friend  from  an 
actual  assault  upon  one  of  his  enemies. 

To  nearly  all  the  abuse  that  Grub  Street  was  pouring 
upon  Fielding  the  lie  was  given  in  a  letter  signed  “Phila- 
lethes,”  which  appeared  in  “The  Daily  Post”  on  July  31, 
1732.  The  letter,  never  since  published,  was  clearly  from 
the  pen  of  Fielding.  Not  only  was  it  so  believed  at  the 
time ;  but  there  is  an  almost  infallible  test  of  style  that  may 
be  applied  to  distinguish  Fielding’s  work  from  that  of  the 
common  run  of  writers  in  his  day.  He  preferred  the  verb 
in  th  where  they  used  s;  hath  instead  of  has ,  for  example. 
This  is  what  Fielding  had  to  say  in  answer  to  his  foes ;  I 
keep  the  old  style : 

“I  have  read  with  the  detestation  it  deserves,  an  in¬ 
famous  Paper  call’d  the  Grub  street  Journal:  A  Paper 
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written  by  a  Set  of  obscure  Scriblers  in  the  true  Style  and 
Spirit  of  Billingsgate,  without  either  Learning,  Wit,  De¬ 
cency,  or  often  common  Sense,  and  design’d  to  vilify  and 
defame  the  Writings  of  every  Author,  except  a  few,  whose 
Reputation  is  already  too  well  establish’d  for  their  Attacks, 
the  Characters  of  whom  they  have,  in  the  Opinion  of  all  wise 
Men,  blacken’d  more  with  their  Applause,  than  they  have 
the  others  with  their  Censures. 

“The  Love  of  Scandal  is  so  general  an  Appetite,  that  no 
one  can  wonder  at  the  Success  of  any  Nonsense  or  Ribaldry 
which  hath  that  to  recommend  it :  To  this  all  the  infamous 
Scriblers  of  the  Age  owe  a  very  comfortable  Maintenance ; 
and  to  this,  and  this  only,  the  Grubstreet  J ournal  owes  its 
Being. 

“I  believe  every  Man  of  good  Sense  and  good  Nature  hath 
view’d  with  Abhorrence  the  scandalous  undeserv’d  Attacks, 
which  they  have  lately  so  often  repeated  on  a  Gentleman,  to 
whom  the  Town  hath  owed  so  much  Diversion,  and  to  whose 
Productions  it  has  been  so  very  favourable:  An  Attack 
which  the  Favour  of  the  Town  and  the  good  Reception  he 
hath  met  with  from  the  Players,  hath  drawn  on  him. 

“The  Torrent  of  Ribaldry  hath  come  abroad  under  sev¬ 
eral  names,  such  as  Dramaticus,  Prosaicus,  Publicus,  &c. 
Whether  these  be  the  same  Person  is  insignificant  to  deter¬ 
mine;  however,  as  they  have  all  said  the  same  Things,  or 
rather  call’d  the  same  Names,  an  Answer  to  one  will  serve 
them  all. 

“Mr.  Publicus  (whom  by  the  ingenious  and  cleanly  Meta¬ 
phors  he  takes  from  the  Streets  such  as  Nastiness,  Dirt, 
Kennel,  Billingsgate,  Stews,  dbc.  one  would  have  imagin’d 
to  have  sometime  thrown  Dirt  with  other  Instruments  than 
a  Pen)  sets  out  with  a  most  notorious  Falshood,  where  he 
says  the  two  Performances  ( the  Tragedy  and  Debauchees ) 
met  with  the  universal  Detestation  of  the  Town;  whereas 
the  Debauchees  was  received  with  as  great  Applause  as 
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was  ever  given  on  the  Theatre:  The  Audience,  which  on 
most  Nights  of  its  Representation,  was  as  numerous  as  hath 
been  known  at  that  Season  of  the  Year,  seem’d  in  continual 
Good-Humour,  and  often  in  the  highest  Raptures  of  Appro¬ 
bation;  and,  except  on  the  first  Night,  and  ev’n  then  in  one 
particular  Scene,  there  never  was  one  Hiss  in  the  House. 

“He  goes  on,  Many  that  were  there  (at  the  Tragedy) 
had  neither  so  much  Taste,  nor  so  little  Modesty  as  to  sit  it 
out;  as  a  Proof  of  which,  three  Ladies  of  the  Town  made 
their  Exit  in  the  first  Act,  while  several  of  the  first  Rank 
and  Reputation  saw  the  Curtain  fall :  And  this,  had  he  not 
wanted  common  Sense,  or  common  Honesty,  he  never  had 
wonder’d,  or  pretended  to  have  wonder’d,  at;  for  why 
should  any  Person  of  Modesty  be  offended  at  seeing  a  Set 
of  Rakes  and  Whores  exposed  and  set  in  the  most  ridiculous 
Light f  Sure  the  Scene  of  a  Bawdy-house  may  be  shewn 
on  a  Stage  without  shocking  the  most  modest  Woman;  such 
I  have  seen  sit  out  that  Scene  in  the  Humorous  Lieutenant, 
which  is  quoted  and  commended  by  one  of  the  finest  Writers 
of  the  last  Age. 

“The  Author  is  said  to  recommend  Whoring  and  Drunk- 
eness;  how !  Why  a  Rake  speaks  against  Matrimony,  and  a 
Sot  against  Sobriety:  So  Moliere  in  Don  Juan  recommends 
all  Manner  of  Vices,  and  every  Poet  (I  am  sure  every  good 
one)  that  hath  exposed  a  vicious  Character,  hath  by  this 
Rule  contributed  to  debauch  Mankind. 

“After  the  following  excellent  Remark,  Methinks  the 
Writer  tho’  might  as  well  have  left  Seas  of  Sulphur  and 
Eternal  Fire  out  of  the  mad  Joke,  for  Fear  he  should  meet 
with  them  in  sober  Sadness,  he  proceeds  to  the  Epilogue, 
where  he  says  the  Author  tells  the  Ladies,  without  any 
Ceremony,  that  there’s  no  Difference  betwixt  the  best  of 
them,  and  the  Bawdy-house  Trulls  they  had  been  seeing  on 
the  Stage;  and  that  pretend  what  they  would,  they  were  all 
a  Parcel  of  Errant  Whores:  This  is  a  most  infamous  Lye, 
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as  any  one  who  reads  the  Epilogue  to  the  Covent  Garden 
Tragedy  must  see,  where  nothing  more  is  asserted,  than 
that  it  is  natural  for  one  Sex  to  be  fond  of  the  other. 

In  short  you  (Men)  are  the  Business  of  our  Lives, 

To  he  a  Mistress  kept  the  Strumpet  strives 
And  all  the  modest  Virgins  to  he  Wives. 

“This  is  the  Compliment  for  which  he  hopes  the  Ladies 
will  reward  him  the  next  benefit  Night.  I  am  sorry  any 
Man  so  well  born  as  this  Author,  should  be  obliged  to  re¬ 
ceive  a  Benefit  Night ;  but  should  be  much  more  sorry  that 
he  should  depend  on  such  Ladies  as  this  critick’s  Wife  and 
Daughter  to  support  it:  However,  the  Wish  is  human 
enough,  and  shews  how  void  of  Malice  the  Writer  is. 

“But  he  is  not  contented  with  representing  the  Poet  as 
having  abus’d  the  Ladies,  (which  I  believe  the  Poet  is  so 
much  a  Gentleman  as  to  think  the  worst  Thing  could 
be  said  of  him)  the  critick,  after  having  terribly  mangled 
the  Play  by  tearing  out  several  Passages,  without  insert¬ 
ing  the  whole  Speeches,  or  making  the  Reader  acquainted 
with  the  Character  of  the  Speaker,  accuses  the  Author  with 
being  free  with  the  Bible ;  how  free  with  the  Bible  ?  Why  he 
has  given  a  ridiculous  Description  of  Purgatory:  Well,  and 
hath  Purgatory  any  thing  more  to  do  with  the  Bible  than 
a  Description  of  the  Infernal  Shades  or  Elisian  Fields  of 
the  Heathens,  or  of  the  Paradise  of  the  Mahometans.  If  the 
Critick  had  shewn  as  much  Sense  as  Malice,  I  should  have 
imagin’d  the  Popish  Priest  had  peep’d  forth  in  this  Place; 
for  sure  any  Protestant,  hut  a  nonjuring  Parson,  would  he 
asham’d  to  represent  a  Ridicule  on  Purgatory  as  a  Ridicule 
on  the  Bible,  or  the  Abuse  of  Bigotted  Fools  and  Roguish 
Jesuits  as  an  Abuse  on  Religion  and  the  English  Clergy. 

“Not  having  vented  enough  of  his  Malice  on  these  two 
Pieces,  he  adds,  Had  I  either  Leisure  or  Inclination  I  coidd 
go  a  little  farther  with  this  Writer,  and  make  it  appear  from 
all  his  Performances,  that  his  Pen  is  not  only  void  of  Wit, 
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Manners  and  Modesty,  and  likewise  of  the  most  common 
Rules  of  Poetry,  hut  even  Grammar :  This  is  a  most  bar¬ 
barous  Assertion ;  bow  true  it  is  I  shall  leave  to  the  Opinion 
of  the  World:  As  for  the  strict  Rules  which  some  Criticks 
have  laid  down,  I  cannot  think  an  Author  obliged  to  confine 
himself  to  them ;  for  the  Rules  of  Grammar,  the  Education 
which  the  Author  of  the  Debauchees  is  known  to  have  had, 
makes  it  unlikely  he  should  err  in  those,  or  be  able  to  write 
such  wretched  stuff  as,  I  used  to  offer  in  its  Behalf,  Sc.  a 
Sense  wherein  that  Verb  is  never  found  in  any  good  Writer 
of  the  English  Language;  nor  indeed  will  its  Derivation 
from  the  Latin  Utor  at  all  admit  of  it.  Again,  Trulls  they 
had  been  seeing,  Expressions  a  boy  in  the  second  Form  at 
Eaton  would  have  been  whipt  for :  As  for  the  other  Part  of 
the  Charge,  I  must  tell  our  Critick,  there  is  a  Vein  of  Good 
Humour  and  Pleasantry  which  runs  through  all  the  Works 
of  this  Author,  and  will  make  him  and  them  amiable  to  a 
good-natur’d  and  sensible  Reader,  when  the  low,  spiteful, 
false  Criticisms  of  a  Grub-street  Journal  will  be  forgotten. 

Yours 

Philalethes* 

“P.S.  Whether  his  scurrility  on  the  Mock  Doctor  be  just 
or  no,  I  leave  to  the  Determination  of  the  Town,  which 
hath  already  declared  loudly  on  its  Side.  Some  Particulars 
of  the  Original  are  omitted,  which  the  Elegance  of  an 
English  Audience  would  not  have  endur’d;  and  which,  if 
the  Critick  had  ever  read  the  Original,  would  have  shewn 
him  that  the  chaste  Moliere  had  introduced  greater  In¬ 
decencies  on  the  Stage  than  the  Author  he  abuses :  I  may 
aver  he  will  find  more  in  Dryden,  Congreve,  Wycherly,  Van¬ 
brugh,  Cibber,  and  all  our  best  Writers  of  Comedy,  nay  in 
the  Writings  of  almost  every  Genius  from  the  Days  of 
Horace,  to  those  of  a  most  Witty,  Learned,  and  Reverend- 
Writer  of  our  own  Age.” f 

*  Fielding  used  this  signature  at  least  once  in  ‘  ‘  The  Champion.  ’  ’  t  Swift. 
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A  letter  like  this  was  precisely  what  Grub  Street  wished 
to  draw  from  Squire  Fielding,  as  they  now  called  him 
because  he  had  put  “Esq.”  after  his  name  on  the  title-page 
of  “The  Modern  Husband”  instead  of  using  the  old  pseu¬ 
donym  of  Scriblerus  Secundus.  By  self-praise  and  by 
reference  to  his  birth  and  education,  the  young  playwright 
exposed  himself  to  fresh  points  of  attack.  For  another 
month  the  Grub  Street  writers  buzzed  about  him  like 
hornets.  Publicus  replied  directly  to  Philalethes ;  Prosaicus 
was  delegated  to  answer  the  “Prolegomena”  to  “The 
Covent-Garden  Tragedy”;  Maevius  contributed  the  neces¬ 
sary  epigrams;  and  Bavius,  as  editor  of  “The  Grub-street 
Journal,”  gave  a  resume  of  the  entire  controversy.  Of 
most  interest  is  the  “just  character  of  Squire  Fielding  and 
his  writings”  from  the  pen  of  Prosaicus  in  the  issue  for 
August  24 : 

“The  Author,  from  his  first  appearance  in  the  world  as 
a  Poet,  has  always  aimed  at  humour;  which,  if  founded  on 
a  right  basis,  is  the  chief  support  and  life  of  all  Comic 
writing:  but  as  that  basis  is  Nature  only,  he  has  often  suc¬ 
ceeded  ill.  Humour,  when  embellished  by  the  assistance  of 
wit,  still  grows  more  diverting;  and  hence  it  is,  that  Con¬ 
greve  is  generally  more  admired  than  Johnson;  a  great 
deal  of  the  Humour  of  the  latter  being  found  in  the  former, 
with  that  charming  additional  beauty  of  wit,  of  which  the 
other  was  not  a  master. 

“There  runs  through  The  Old  Debauchees  a  continued 
conatus  both  at  wit  and  humour :  but  the  poet,  like  Tantalus 
in  the  Fable,  is  ever  aiming  at  what  is  ever  deceiving  him. 
His  wit  is  nothing  but  a  few  forced  common  place  strokes 
against  Priest-craft;  and  the  whole  character  of' Father 
Martin  is  but  Dryden’s  Gomez  and  Shadwell’s  Teague 
o’  Divelly  curtailed,  and  divested  of  their  native  beauties. 

As  to  the  Covent-Garden  Tragedy,  I  shall  pass  by  the 
moral  part,  which  has  been  attacked  by  other  hands,  and 
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consider  it  only  in  the  Author’s  own  way,  whether  ’tis  a 
piece  of  just  Humour,  and  as  such  to  he  tolerated  on  the 
stage.  As  I  lay’d  it  down  before,  that  Nature  must  be  the 
basis  of  Humour,  Mr.  F —  may  say  this  is  just  Humour, 
as  being  a  just  imitation  of  Nature ;  and  that  the  characters 
are  drawn  from  known  realities.  But  Humour  is  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  foibles  of  Nature,  not  its  most  shocking  deformi¬ 
ties  ;  and  when  any  thing  becomes  indecent,  it  is  no  longer 
Humour,  hut  Ribaldry.  Ben  Johnson,  the  greatest 
Humourist,  I  believe  of  any  age,  never  makes  any  infringe¬ 
ment  on  morals  or  good  manners:  That  would  he  only  to 
pretend  to  an  excellence  in  which  a  Poet  might  he  equalled, 
if  not  excelled,  by  any  Rake  or  Bawdy  house  Bully. 

“I  am  ignorant  of  Mr.  F—  as  to  his  person ;  I  pay  a  defer¬ 
ence  to  his  birth:  but  cannot  think  it  a  title  to  wit,  any 
more  than  it  is  to  a  fortune ;  nor  that  every  man,  who  has 
had  the  honour  of  being  scourged  at  Eton  or  Westminster 
is  a  man  of  sense :  of  which  it  is  no  great  proof  for  a  Poet 
to  pique  himself  on  his  family,  or  his  school.” 

Fielding  remained  silent;  and  so  the  warfare  ended. 
The  last  stray  shot  was  fired  by  his  friend  Thomas  Cooke. 
It  was  an  epigram  in  the  September  number  of  “The 
Comedian” : 

When  Grubs,  and  Grublings,  censure  Fielding’s  Scenes, 

He  cannot  answer  that  which  Nothing  means : 

Scorn’d  by  the  wise,  and  in  their  Filth  secure, 

How  should  he  damn  the  damn ’d,  or  soil  th  ’  impure  ? 

When  unprovok’d,  and  envious  of  his  Fame, 

The  Wretches  strive  to  blast  his  honest  Name, 

To  such,  if  known,  such  slander-hurling  Men, 

The  Cudgel  should  reply,  and  not  the  Pen ; 

But  from  their  Holes  their  Dirt  the  Vermin  throw, 

And  to  Obscurity  their  Safety  owe. 
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DRAMATIC  CAREER 

THE  THEATRICAL  WAR 

When  the  theatres  opened  in  the  antnmn  of  1732,  the 
glories  of  Drury  Lane  were  fast  fading.  For  many  years 
its  affairs  had  been  shrewdly  directed  by  the  great  actors — 
Booth,  Wilks,  and  the  elder  Cibber,  who  were  the  patentees 
as  well  as  the  active  managers ;  that  is,  they  held  from  the 
Crown  letters  patent  granting  them  the  sole  right  to  pro¬ 
duce  plays  at  the  Theatre  Royal;  and  all  profits  were 
divided  between  them.  Booth  the  tragedian,  owing  to  ill 
health,  had  long  since  left  the  stage,  though  he  still  exer¬ 
cised  some  control  over  the  theatre  by  passing  upon  new 
tragedies  submitted  to  the  players.  Now  came  the  death 
of  Wilks,  in  September,  1732,  at  the  very  beginning  of  the 
season.  This  was  an  irreparable  loss,  for  Wilks,  though 
primarily  a  comedian,  was  excellent  also  in  tragedy.  The 
elder  Cibber,  as  it  has  been  before  related,  had  ostensibly 
delegated  his  powers,  with  some  limitations  apparently,  to 
his  son  Theophilus.  Thus  it  happened  that  the  immediate 
management  of  Drury  Lane  for  the  season  of  1732-1733 
fell  to  young  Cibber,  except  for  such  occasional  advice  as 
he  might  receive  from  Booth,  and  the  interference — there 
may  have  been  a  good  deal  of  it — from  his  father. 

His  company  consisted  of  the  young  comedians  who  had 
been  performing  through  the  summer,  with  the  addition  of 
his  father  for  favourite  roles  and  of  John  Mills,  a  good 
but  not  great  actor,  for  tragedy.  Mills,  assuming  the 
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tragic  parts  of  his  predecessors,*  was  endured ;  but  when 
young  Cibber,  a  squat  figure  with  ugly  face,  attempted 
Macduff  in  succession  to  Wilks,  be  exposed  himself  to 
scorn  and  ridicule.  The  only  new  tragedy  that  the  company 
tried  was  Charles  Johnson’s  “Caelia:  or,  the  Perjur’d 
Lover” — the  story  of  a  brutal  seduction  very  like  the  one 
employed  later  by  Richardson  in  ‘  ‘  Clarissa  Harlowe.  ’  ’  The 
author  named  it  “The  Deluded  Maid/’  and  Colley  Cibber 
wanted  to  call  it  “Maidens  Beware”;  but  Booth  protested, 
and  gave  it  a  better  title.  Much  against  Booth’s  advice,  the 
play  was  accepted,  and  duly  performed  on  December  11, 
1732 — only  to  be  hissed  and  withdrawn  after  the  second 
night.  Particular  displeasure  was  manifested  by  the 
audience  towards  certain  comic  scenes  at  the  house  of  a 
Mother  Lupine  written  in  imitation  of  Fielding’s  “Covent- 
Garden  Tragedy.”  Fielding  also  supplied  the  epilogue,  in 
which  he  commented  upon  the  tragic  distress  of  the  piece 
as  if  it  were  a  farce ;  and  so,  his  irony  being  misunderstood, 
contributed  doubly  to  the  tragedy’s  utter  failure. 

After  this  fiasco,  the  company  fell  back  upon  farce  and 
light  comedy  wherein  Miss  Raftor  shone  brilliantly.  But 
in  order  to  compete  with  Rich,  who  had  just  moved  from 
Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields  to  his  new  Covent  Garden  theatre, 
young  Cibber  brought  out  several  puerile  dramatic  enter¬ 
tainments,  to  the  disgust,  of  course,  of  “The  Grub-street 
Journal,”  as  well  as  of  that  part  of  the  town  who  went  to 
the  theatre  to  see  real  plays.  The  situation  was  relieved  by 
Fielding’s  “Miser,”  which  was  first  performed  on  Febru¬ 
ary  17, 1733/  and  ran,  with  other  plays  like  “Tom  Thumb” 
and  “The  Harlot’s  Progress,”  for  twenty-six  nights  or 
more.  Elated  by  the  “extraordinary  success”  of  the  piece, 
Fielding  dedicated  it  to  Charles,  Duke  of  Richmond  and 
Lennox — a  young  man  of  about  his  own  age  and  a  lord  of 
his  Majesty’s  bedchamber.  The  Duke  had  in  some  way 

*  “The  Daily  Post,”  Feb.  17,  1733. 
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befriended  Fielding;  and  the  dedication  was  a  handsome 
acknowledgment  of  the  favour.  Though  the  two  men  were 
subsequently  separated  at  times  by  differing  politics,  the 
novelist  late  in  life  referred  to  his  early  patron  in  terms  of 
the  highest  respect.  Fielding  seems  to  have  refused  to 
write  either  prologue  or  epilogue  to  his  comedy  as  unneces¬ 
sary  conventions  of  the  stage.  The  one  was  contributed  by 
an  unknown  friend,  and  the  other  by  Colley  Cibber,  who 
worked  into  it  a  whimsical  conversation  with  Fielding  over 
the  question  at  issue  between  Fielding  and  the  managers. 
Fielding  is  reported  to  have  cursed  the  man  who  invented 
prologues ;  and  we  see  here  that  he  felt  the  same  antipathy 
towards  him  who  invented  epilogues.  When  the  play  is 
ended,  he  said,  the  time  has  come  to  drop  the  curtain. 

In  a  preface  to  “The  Mock  Doctor”  the  year  be¬ 
fore,  Fielding  announced  that  he  intended  to  transplant 
other  comedies  of  Moliere.  “The  Miser,”  based  upon 
“L’Avare,”  was  a  partial  fulfilment  of  this  promise.  In 
the  same  preface,  Fielding  also  referred  to  a  translation  of 
the  “Select  Comedies  of  Moliere”  which  his  publisher,  John 
Watts,  was  bringing  out.  It  was  a  fresh  rendering  of 
Moliere  in  eight  small  volumes  having  the  French  and 
English  on  opposite  pages.  Among  the  ‘  ‘  several  gentlemen 
who,”  say  the  advertisements,  “all  joined  and  consulted 
together  about  every  part  of  it,”  was  doubtless  Fielding. 
Each  play  was  dedicated  to  some  well-known  person, 
usually  of  the  nobility,  with  the  Prince  of  Wales  at  the 
head.  There  were  the  Duchess  of  Richmond,  Lady  Mary 
Wortley  Montagu,  the  Duke  of  Argyle,  the  Earl  of  Ches¬ 
terfield,  and  George  Dodington,  Esq., — all  Fielding’s 
friends.  Hogarth  designed  the  frontispiece  to  the  first 
volume.  In  this  undertaking  Fielding  had  some  though 
an  uncertain  part.  But  there  are  sufficient  traces  of  his 
hand  in  the  general  dedication  to  the  Queen,  in  the  general 
preface,  and  in  special  dedications  to  the  Prince  of  Wales 
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and  to  Dr.  Mead  to  warrant  the  conjecture  that  Fielding’s 
“Miser”  and  “Mock  Doctor”  were  adaptations  which  he 
made  from  Moliere  while  engaged  upon  the  laborious  task 
of  more  literal  translations  of  these  very  plays.  “The 
Miser”  as  refashioned  by  Fielding  for  the  English  stage 
reads  like  an  original  comedy;  for,  though  he  followed 
“L’Avare”  in  some  places  very  closely,  he  went  his  own 
way  with  incident  and  character  whenever  he  thought  best 
to  do  so.  The  first  three  scenes  of  “The  Miser,”  for 
example,  are  not  in  Moliere  at  all.  They  were  added  in  order 
to  give  larger  scope  to  the  role  to  be  played  by  Miss  Raftor 
— that  of  Lappet,  “the  glory  of  all  chambermaids.” 

Apart  from  Miss  Raftor ’s  role,  Fielding  was  also 
especially  successful  with  Lovegold  the  miser.  Himself 
generous  to  a  fault,  he  detested  avarice,  and  yet  took  delight 
in  exposing  the  humorous  side  of  the  vice  as  he  had  ob¬ 
served  it  in  its  varied  manifestations.  There  is  in  “Tom 
Jones”  the  anecdote  of  the  man  who  “comforted  himself 
...  on  his  death-bed  by  making  a  crafty  and  advantageous 
bargain  concerning  his  ensuing  funeral  with  an  undertaker 
who  had  married  his  only  child.”  And  there  is  Lovegold 
in  this  play  who  was  caught  one  night  stealing  oats  from  his 
own  horses,  and  would  hang  himself  to  evade  the  payment 
of  “a  poor  ten  thousand  pound”  to  which  he  was  liable  by 
his  breach  of  a  marriage  contract.  So  pleasant  was  the 
comedy  throughout  that  even  “The  Grub-street  Journal” 
had  nothing  to  say  against  it.  The  one  note  of  disapproval 
in  the  newspapers  was  raised  by  a  gentleman  who  thought 
that  Fielding  had  violated  nature  in  making  an  old  miser  in 
love  with  a  young  woman  of  indifferent  fortune.  To  this 
lack  of  knowledge  of  the  heart  Belvidera  replied  with  spirit, 
informing  the  gentleman  that  “the  heat  and  force  of  love 
would  dissolve  and  melt”  avarice  and  all  the  other  hard 
vices.  The  critic,  while  maintaining  his  ground  against 
Belvidera  in  general,  admitted  that  “The  Miser”  was  the 
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only  play  he  had  seen  for  a  long  time  ‘ 1  deserving  the  name 
of  comedy.”* 

For  the  benefit  given  to  Miss  Raftor  on  April  6,  1733, 
Fielding  added  to  “The  Miser”  a  slight  piece  called 
“Deborah,  or  a  Wife  for  Yon  All. ”f  As  the  trifle  was  never 
published,  nothing  more  is  known  of  it  than  may  be  in¬ 
ferred  from  a  stray  playbill.  There  appear  to  have  been 
only  four  characters :  Justice  Mittimus,  Lawyer  Trouble, 
Alexander  Whittle,  and  Deborah — the  part  taken  by  Miss 
Raftor.  Very  likely  the  afterpiece  was  a  ballad-opera 
laid  in  a  justice  court  and  mildly  burlesquing  the  libretto 
of  Handel’s  “Deborah,”  a  new  oratorio  which  was  not  suc¬ 
ceeding  very  well  at  the  Opera  House,  though  patronized 
by  the  King  and  Queen.  Miss  Raftor,  who  had  the  finest 
voice  of  any  actress  then  on  the  English  stage,  was  very 
clever  in  ridiculing  Italian  music.  After  playing  the  artful 
jade  in  “The  Miser,”  she  needed  a  musical  piece  in  order 
to  display  her  full  talent;  and  so,  we  surmise,  Fielding 
wrote  out  for  her  a  few  scenes  with  the  necessary  songs. 
Having  served  its  purpose,  “Deborah”  was  never  again 
performed. 

‘  ‘  The  Miser  ’  ’  and  ‘  ‘  Deborah  ’  ’  were  the  only  plays  Field¬ 
ing  produced  this  season.  But  his  ‘  ‘  Tragedy  of  Tragedies  ’  ’ 
assumed  a  new  form.  The  year  before,  certain  scenes  of 
it  had  been  combined  with  music  and  dancing  for  an  enter¬ 
tainment  in  “the  long  room”  at  the  Opera  House.}:  It  was 
now  turned  into  a  full-fledged  opera  by  Mrs.  Eliza  Hay¬ 
wood  and  William  Hatchett,  who  made  large  alterations  in 
the  text  and  added  songs,  which  were  set  to  Italian  music 
by  Master  Arne.  After  the  bloody  catastrophe,  Merlin 
appears,  and  as  he  waves  his  wand,  the  prostrate  dead  rise 
one  after  another  and  shake  hands,  happy  in  the  discovery 

*“The  Gentleman’s  Magazine,”  March  and  April,  1733,  III,  138-139,  172. 

t  Genest,  “The  English  Stage,”  III,  371. 

t  “The  Daily  Journal,”  Feb.  11,  1732. 
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that  they  had  really  never  been  slain,  but  only  enchanted 
into  the  semblance  of  defunct  bodies.  There  is  no  record 
of  how  Fielding  liked  the  transformation.  Still,  he  and 
Arne  Were  old  friends,  and  he  had  been  associated  with 
Hatchett  at  the  Haymarket  theatre.  Mrs.  Haywood,  the 
author  of  scandalous  novels,  he  had  ridiculed  in  “The 
Author’s  Farce,”  and  in  later  life  wrote  of  her  with  the 
utmost  contempt.  The  product  of  these  eminent  hands, 
called  ‘  ‘  The  Opera  of  Operas :  or,  Tom  Thumb  the  Great,  ’  ’ 
was  brought  out  at  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket  on 
May  31,  1733.  Four  days  later  it  was  repeated  “at  the 
particular  desire  of  several  persons  of  distinction,”  and  on 
June  6  the  Prince  of  Wales  attended,  “with  a  vast  con¬ 
course  of  nobility.”  There  was  then  no  regular  company 
performing  at  the  Haymarket;  but  Master  Arne  formed  a 
troupe  of  singers  for  the  occasion,  with  himself  in  the  role 
of  Tom  Thumb.  “The  crowing  of  the  cock,”  a  playbill 
promised,  would  be  “attempted  by  a  gentleman  for  his 
diversion”;  and  a  dance  would  be  introduced  by  Mr.  Jones 
“to  the  fifth  concerto  of  Vivaldi”  with  his  own  accompani¬ 
ment  on  the  violin,  “being  the  first  time  of  his  performing 
it  in  public.”  The  gay  opera  kept  the  Haymarket  theatre 
open  for  several  weeks ;  it  was  twice  published  in  book  form, 
and  it  was  revived  in  the  autumn  at  Drury  Lane  as  well  as 
at  the  Haymarket.* 

In  the  meantime,  the  affairs  of  Drury  Lane  were  becom¬ 
ing  desperate.  The  three  patentees  of  the  theatre,  it  may 
be  repeated,  had  been  Wilks,  Booth,  and  Colley  Cibber. 
Some  time  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  Mrs.  Wilks  ap¬ 
pointed  John  Ellys,  the  portrait  painter,  as  her  agent;  and 
Booth,  becoming  hopelessly  ill  during  the  winter,  sold  half 

*  ‘ ‘  The  Daily  Post,”  May  28,  31,  June  2,  Oct.  31,  Nov.  7,  1733.  “The 
Grub-street  Journal,”  June  14.  The  Drury  Lane  version,  for  which  J.  P. 
Lampe  furnished  the  music,  differs  somewhat  from  the  opera  as  performed  at 
the  Haymarket. 
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of  his  share  in  the  patent  to  an  amatenr  actor  named  J ohn 
Highmore,  1 1  a  gentleman  of  some  money,  no  judgment,  and 
unbounded  vanity.”  As  both  Ellys  and  Highmore  were 
young  and  inexperienced  in  theatrical  affairs,  their  inter¬ 
ference  in  the  management  was  naturally  resented  by 
Theophilus  Cibber,  who  had  begun  the  season  as  acting 
manager  in  place  of  his  father.  The  situation  became  worse 
on  the  death  of  Booth  early  in  May,  1733.  Thereupon  Mrs. 
Booth  sold  the  other  half-share  formerly  her  husband’s  to 
Henry  Gfiffard,  the  manager  of  Goodman’s  Fields;  and  the 
elder  Cibber,  taking  advantage  of  a  generous  offer  from 
Highmore,  sold  him  his  entire  share,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  he  had  virtually  promised  to  turn  over  his  patent 
to  his  son.  As  Giffard  made  his  purchase  merely  as  an 
investment,  and  with  no  intention  of  giving  up  his  own 
theatre,  the  result  of  these  changes  was  to  put  Highmore 
into  undisputed  control  of  Drury  Lane.  With  him  now 
mainly  rested  the  question  whether  Theophilus  Cibber 
should  continue  as  acting  manager. 

Young  Cibber  was  enraged  at  the  conduct  of  his  father 
and  Highmore,  who  had  conspired,  he  thought,  to  cheat  him 
out  of  his  birthright.  The  company,  too,  did  not  relish  the 
prospect  of  being  governed — “tyrannized  over,”  they 
called  it — by  Highmore,  a  man  who  knew  nothing  of  the 
business  he  had  undertaken.  Their  temper  being  thus, 
young  Cibber  easily  stirred  up  a  revolt  among  them,  with 
the  result  that  most  of  them  under  his  leadership  left  Drury 
Lane  and  engaged  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket  for 
the  ensuing  season.  No  one  of  importance  remained  loyal 
to  Highmore  except  Miss  Raftor.  Indeed,  had  not  Giffard 
helped  him  out  with  actors  from  Goodman’s  Fields,  he  could 
not  have  opened  his  theatre  at  all  in  the  autumn  of  1733. 
Fortunately  Highmore  secured  Macklin,  but  this  actor  had 
not  yet  displayed  his  wonderful  powers.  When  Fielding 
came  up  to  London  out  of  the  West,  he  found  the  maimed 
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company  at  Drury  Lane  playing  to  empty  pit  and  boxes. 
In  accordance  with  his  nature,  he  took  the  side  of  the  dis¬ 
tressed  actors  against  the  mutineers. 

It  was  a  bitter  warfare.  Highmore  attempted  in  various 
legal  ways  to  suppress  the  Haymarket  theatre  on  the 
ground  that  its  managers  had  no  licence.  He  further 
claimed  that  the  seceders,  as  a  part  of  his  own  company, 
were  infringing  upon  his  patent  by  performing  at  another 
theatre  without  his  permission.  But  when  the  case  came  up 
for  trial,  the  action  was  dismissed  on  some  technicality.  He 
next  had  John  Harper,  one  of  the  actors  at  the  Haymarket, 
arrested  in  the  midst  of  a  performance  on  the  charge 
of  vagrancy.  The  question  at  issue  was  whether  Harper 
came  within  an  old  Vagrancy  Act  which  classed  irregular 
actors  as  rogues  and  vagabonds.  The  judge,  after  listening 
to  learned  counsel  on  both  sides,  discharged  Harper  on  his 
own  recognizance.  Having  thus  failed  to  break  up  his 
rival  company  by  legal  means,  Highmore  encouraged  ridi¬ 
cule  of  them  on  the  boards  of  Drury  Lane,  where  he  brought 
out,  for  instance,  Vanbrugh’s  “Aesop,”  containing  a  scene 
which  the  author  once  inserted  apropos  of  a  similar  deser¬ 
tion  of  actors.  The  seceders  relate  their  imaginary  griev¬ 
ances  to  old  Aesop,  who  laughs  at  them  for  their  want  of 
sense  and  advises  the  runaway  beagles  to  go  back  to  their 
former  kennel. 

At  this  juncture,  Fielding  stepped  in  to  aid  Highmore 
by  revising  “The  Author’s  Farce”  with  reference  to  the 
present  theatrical  situation.  “With  great  additions,  and 
a  new  prologue  and  epilogue,”  said  the  playbill,  the  piece 
was  performed  on  January  15,  1734,  along  with  an  entirely 
new  comedy  by  Fielding  entitled  ‘  ‘  The  Intriguing  Chamber¬ 
maid.”*  The  playbill  gives  no  adequate  notion  of  the  very 
thorough  manner  in  which  Fielding  reworked  the  popular 
farce  of  four  years  before.  It  is  in  the  new  version  that 

*“The  Daily  Journal,”  Jan.  15,  1734,  has  the  playbill. 
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occur  his  most  humorous  remarks  on  the  bookseller  and  the 
literary  hacks  as  if  he  had  gained  more  intimate  knowledge 
of  their  ways  during  the  period.  This  and  all  other 
changes,  however,  were  overtopped  by  the  pointed  ridicule 
of  Theophilus  Cibber  as  manager  of  Drury  Lane  the  pre¬ 
vious  year  under  the  tutelage  of  his  father,  Colley  Cibber. 
As  originally  performed  there  had  been  some  banter  of 
Wilks  and  the  elder  Cibber.  Wilks,  as  he  had  since  died,  < 
was  of  course  eliminated  from  the  play,  and  young  Cibber 
was  substituted  for  him.  Then  the  scenes  in  which  the 
managers  appear  were  all  expanded.  The  elder  Cibber 
keeps  his  old  name  of  Marplay,  Senior,  and  the  younger 
Cibber  is  called  Marplay,  Junior,  in  allusion  to  their  prac¬ 
tice  of  mutilating  all  plays  before  they  would  permit  them 
to  be  acted.  Stopler,  a  very  good  comedian,  impersonated 
the  father ;  and  Macklin  took  off  to  the  life  the  son.  Night 
after  night  for  the  rest  of  January  into  February,  these 
two  actors  played  the  parts  of  foolish  and  discredited 
theatrical  managers,  making  over  Shakespeare,  accepting 
poor  plays,  rejecting  good  ones,  and  prattling  over  their 
own  that  had  been  damned.  Here  is  a  short  sketch  of  their 
conversation  in  which  the  father  gives  directions  to  his  son : 

“Mar.  jun.  What  shall  be  done  with  that  farce  which  was 
damn ’d  last  night  ? 

Mar.  sen.  Give  it  ’em  again  to-morrow.  I  have  told  some 
persons  of  quality  that  it  is  a  good  thing,  and  I  am  resolv’d 
not  to  be  in  the  wrong :  let  us  see  which  will  be  weary  first, 
the  town  of  damning,  or  we  of  being  damn ’d. 

Mar.  jun.  Rat  the  town,  I  say. 

Mar.  sen.  That’s  a  good  boy;  and  so  say  I:  but  prithee, 
what  didst  thou  do  with  the  comedy,  which  I  gave  thee 
t  ’other  day,  that  I  thought  a  good  one  f 

Mar.  jun.  Did  as  you  order’d  me,  return’d  it  to  the 
author,  and  told  him  it  wou ’d  not  do. 
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Mar.  sen.  You  did  well.  If  thou  writest  thyself,  and  that 
I  know  thou  art  very  well  qualified  to  do,  it  is  thy  interest 
to  keep  back  all  other  authors  of  any  merit,  and  be  as  for¬ 
ward  to  advance  those  of  none. 

Mar.  jun.  But  I  am  a  little  afraid  of  writing;  for  my 
writings,  you  know,  have  far’d  but  ill  hitherto. 

Mar.  sen.  That  is  because  thou  hast  a  little  mistaken  the 
method  of  writing.  The  art  of  writing,  boy,  is  the  art  of 
stealing  old  plays,  by  changing  the  name  of  the  play,  and 
new  ones,  by  changing  the  name  of  the  author. 

Mar.  jun.  If  it  was  not  for  these  cursed  hisses  and 
catcalls — 

Mar.  sen.  Harmless  music,  child,  very  harmless  music, 
and  what,  when  one  is  well-season ’d  to  it,  has  no  effect  at 
all :  for  my  part,  I  have  been  us ’d  to  ’em. 

Mar.  jun.  Ay,  and  I  have  been  us ’d  to  ’em  too,  for  that 
matter. 

Mar.  sen.  And  stood  ’em  bravely  too.  Idle  young  actors 
are  fond  of  applause,  but,  take  my  word  for  it,  a  clap  is  a 
mighty  silly,  empty  thing,  and  does  no  more  good  than  a 
hiss ;  and  therefore,  if  any  man  loves  hissing,  he  may  have 
his  three  shillings  worth  at  me  whenever  he  pleases.” 

Another  scene  gives  us  a  conversation  between  Marplay 
Junior,  Luckless  the  playwright,  and  his  friend  Witmore. 
Marplay  Junior  boasts  that  he  has  altered  Shakespeare 
even ;  and  then  the  dialogue  proceed^ : 

“Mar.  jun.  Alack-a-day!  Was  you  to  see  the  plays 
when  they  are  brought  to  us,  a  parcel  of  crude  undigested 
stuff.  We  are  the  persons,  Sir,  who  lick  them  into  form, 
that  mould  them  into  shape — The  poet  make  the  play 
indeed!  the  colourman  might  be  as  well  said  to  make  the 
picture,  or  the  weaver,  the  coat :  my  father  and  I,  Sir,  are 
a  couple  of  poetical  tailors :  when  a  play  is  brought  us,  we 
consider  it  as  a  tailor  does  his  coat;  we  cut  it,  Sir,  we  cut 
it;  and  let  me  tell  you,  we  have  the  exact  measure  of  the 
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town;  we  know  how  to  fit  their  taste.  The  poets,  between 
you  and  me,  are  a  pack  of  ignorant — 

Wit.  Hold,  hold,  Sir.  This  is  not  quite  so  civil  to  Mr. 
Luckless ;  besides,  as  I  take  it,  you  have  done  the  town  the 
honour  of  writing  yourself. 

Mar.  jun.  Sir,  you  are  a  man  of  sense,  and  express  your¬ 
self  well.  I  did,  as  you  say,  once  make  a  small  sally  into 
Parnassus,  took  a  sort  of  flying  leap  over  Helicon:  but  if 
ever  they  catch  me  there  again — Sir,  the  town  have  a  pre¬ 
judice  to  my  family;  for  if  any  play  cou’d  have  made  them 
ashamed  to  damn  it,  mine  must.  It  was  all  over  plot.  It 
wou ’d  have  made  half  a  dozen  novels :  nor  was  it  cram ’d 
with  a  pack  of  wit-traps,  like  Congreve  and  Wycherly, 
where  every  one  knows  when  the  joke  was  coming.  I  defy 
the  sharpest  critic  of  ’em  all  to  have  known  when  any  jokes 
of  mine  were  coming.  The  dialogue  was  plain,  easy,  and 
natural,  and  not  one  single  joke  in  it  from  the  beginning  to 
the  end :  besides,  Sir,  there  was  one  scene  of  tender  melan¬ 
choly  conversation,  enough  to  have  melted  a  heart  of  stone : 
and  yet  they  damn’d  it:  and  they  damn’d  themselves;  for 
they  shall  have  no  more  of  mine. 

Wit.  Take  pity  on  the  town,  Sir. 

Mar.  jun.  I!  no,  Sir,  no.  I’ll  write  no  more.  No  more; 
unless  I  am  forc’d  to  it. 

Luck.  That’s  no  easy  thing,  Marplay. 

Mar.  jun.  Yes,  Sir.  Odes,  odes,  a  man  may  be  oblig’d 
to  write  those  you  know.” 

The  play  that  had  “not  one  single  joke  in  it  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end”  was  young  Cibber’s  “Lover,”  pro¬ 
duced  three  years  before  with  the  playwright  in  the  leading 
part.  As  author  and  actor  he  was  then  subjected  to  a 
double  damnation  from  the  audience.  The  odes  which 
Fielding  refers  to  with  contempt  are,  of  course,  those 
spavined  verses  that  the  elder  Cibber  was  writing  in  the 
capacity  of  poet  laureate.  .  All  this  fun  with  the  two  Cibbers 
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was  prolonged  into  ‘  *  The  Pleasures  of  the  Town,  ’  ’  forming 
a  part  of  “The  Author’s  Farce.”  There  the  father,  in 
allusion  to  his  having  just  quit  the  stage,  descends  into 
Hades  to  become  the  manager  of  the  theatre  in  the  infernal 
regions ;  and  “his  great  son”  remains  on  earth  to  look  after 
the  theatrical  interests  of  London. 

Equally  pertinent  and  severe  was  Fielding’s  renewed 
burlesque  of  Italian  opera.  London  had  again  run  opera 
mad.  The  native  drama  was  really  suffering  more  this 
winter  from  the  popularity  of  Italian  opera  than  from  the 
dissensions  among  the  players.  There  were  now,  as  never 
before,  two  rival  operas.  Handel ’s  company  under  the  pat¬ 
ronage  of  the  King,  with  Giovanni  Carestini  as  leading 
voice,  was  performing  at  the  Opera  House  in  the  Hay- 
market  ;  while  a  company  under  the  patronage  of  Frederick, 
Prince  of  Wales,  with  Porpora  as  composer  and  director, 
had  taken  the  theatre  in  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields  recently 
abandoned  by  Rich.  It  was  a  bitter  contention  between  the 
two  houses,  political  in  its  character  as  well  as  artistic: 
with  Handel  lined  up  the  Court  party;  with  the  Prince  of 
Wales,  a  determined  Opposition.  Handel  temporarily  went 
down  to  defeat;  and  the  rival  company,  intriguing  against 
him,  secured  the  Opera  House  for  the  next  winter,  and 
drove  him  into  Rich’s  Covent  Garden  theatre.  He  soon 
had  against  him  some  of  the  finest  voices  of  Italy — Fari- 
nelli,  Senesino,  Cuzzoni,  and  Montagnana.  Thus  it  hap¬ 
pened  that  the  nobility  was  spending  its  money  upon 
Italian  opera  and  leaving  the  regular  drama  to  the  support 
of  tradespeople.  Fielding  protested  with  his  ridicule  in 
“The  Pleasures  of  the  Town”  and  in  a  new  and  delightful 
epilogue  on  ‘  ‘  the  soft  Italian  warblers.  ’  ’ 

Considering  the  dramatic  situation,  the  revival  of  “The 
Author’s  Farce”  scored  a  marked  degree  of  success. 
Better  liked  even  was  “The  Intriguing  Chambermaid,” 
which  was  added  to  several  other  plays  after  the  run  of 
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“The  Author’s  Farce”  was  over.  For  this  afterpiece, 
Fielding  took  the  groundwork  from  Regnard’s  “Le  Retour 
Imprevu,”  the  plot  turning  in  both  comedies  upon  the  un¬ 
expected  return  of  a  father  to  find  his  house  overrun  with 
the  dissipated  companions  of  a  profligate  son.  But  just 
as  in  his  adaptations  of  Moliere,  Fielding  here  made  many 
departures  from  the  original  in  order  to  bring  to  the  front 
Miss  Raf tor’s  role  as  Lettice  the  chambermaid.  In  a  noble 
epistle  to  her  as  Mrs.  Clive  (she  was  now  married),  he 
attributed  all  the  success  of  the  comedy  to  her  marvellous 
performance.  He  was  grieved  for  the  declining  fortunes 
of  the  stage  and  looked  upon  Mrs.  Clive  as  the  sole  support 
that  prevented  an  utter  collapse.  After  some  introductory 
paragraphs,  Fielding  went  on  to  say : 

“It  is  your  misfortune  to  bring  the  greatest  genius  for 
acting  on  the  stage,  at  a  time  when  the  factions  and  divi¬ 
sions  among  the  players  have  conspired  with  the  folly, 
injustice,  and  barbarity  of  the  town,  to  finish  the  ruin  of 
the  stage,  and  sacrifice  our  own  native  entertainments  to 
a  wanton  affected  fondness  for  foreign  music;  and  when 
our  nobility  seem  eagerly  to  rival  each  other  in  distinguish¬ 
ing  themselves  in  favour  of  Italian  theatres,  and  in  neglect 
of  our  own. 

“However,  the  few  who  have  yet  so  much  English  taste 
and  good-nature  left,  as  sometimes  to  visit  that  stage  where 
you  exert  your  great  abilities,  never  fail  to  receive  you 
with  the  approbation  you  deserve ;  nay,  you  extort,  by  the 
force  of  your  merit,  the  applause  of  those  who  are  languish¬ 
ing  for  the  return  of  Cuzzoni. 

“And  here  I  cannot  help  reflecting  with  some  pleasure 
that  the  town,  that  part  of  it,  at  least,  which  is  not  quite 
Italianized,  have  one  obligation  to  me,  who  made  the  first 
discovery  of  your  great  capacity,  and  brought  you  earlier 
forward  on  the  theatre,  than  the  ignorance  of  some  and 
the  envy  of  others  would  have  otherwise  permitted.  I 
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shall  not  here  dwell  on  anything  so  well  known  as  yonr 
theatrical  merit,  which  one  of  the  finest  judges  and  the 
greatest  man  of  his  age  hath  acknowledged  to  exceed  in 
humour  that  of  any  of  your  predecessors  in  his  time. 

“But  as  great  a  favourite  as  you  at  present  are  with  the 
audience,  you  would  be  much  more  so,  were  they  acquainted 
with  your  private  character;  cou’d  they  see  you  laying  out 
great  part  of  the  profits,  which  arise  to  you  from  enter¬ 
taining  them  so  well,  in  the  support  of  an  aged  father ;  did 
they  see  you,  who  can  charm  them  on  the  stage  with  per¬ 
sonating  the  foolish  and  vicious  characters  of  your  sex, 
acting  in  real  life  the  part  of  the  best  wife,  the  best 
daughter,  the  best  sister,  and  the  best  friend. 

“The  part  you  have  maintain’d  in  the  present  dispute 
between  the  players  and  the  patentees,  is  so  full  of  honour, 
that  had  it  been  in  higher  life,  it  would  have  given  you  the 
reputation  of  the  greatest  heroine  of  the  age.  You  looked 
on  the  cases  of  Mr.  Highmore  and  Mrs.  Wilks  with  com¬ 
passion,  nor  could  any  promises  or  views  of  interest  sway 
you  to  desert  them;  nor  have  you  scrupled  any  fatigue 
(particularly  the  part  which  at  so  short  a  warning  you 
undertook  in  this  farce)  to  support  the  cause  of  those  whom 
you  imagin’d  injur’d  and  distress’d;  and  for  this  you  have 
been  so  far  from  endeavouring  to  exact  an  exorbitant  re¬ 
ward  from  persons  little  able  to  afford  it,  that  I  have  known 
you  offer  to  act  for  nothing,  rather  than  the  patentees 
should  he  injur’d  by  the  dismission  of  the  audience.” 

“Dismission  of  the  audience”  when  Mrs.  Clive  was  to 
play  the  leading  role !  Doubtless  there  had  been  instances 
of  this  at  Drury  Lane  during  the  winter.  By  February, 
1734,  Highmore  gave  up  the  fight  against  Italian  opera  and 
his  foes  at  the  Haymarket,  and  disposed  of  all  his  interests 
in  Drury  Lane  to  another  gentleman  named  Charles  Fleet- 
wood.  Likewise,  Mrs.  Wilks,  tired  of  playing  a  losing  game, 
was  also  glad  to  find  in  Fleetwood  a  purchaser  of  her  share 
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in  the  patent.  Of  the  former  patentees,  only  Giffard  held 
on  with  the  half-share  in  the  patent  that  Mrs.  Booth  had 
sold  him.  When  Fleetwood  made  these  purchases  he  had 
a  sort  of  understanding  with  Rich  of  Covent  Garden  that 
they  should  unite  their  two  companies  in  an  attempt  to 
crush  the  players  at  the  Haymarket.  But  for  some  reason, 
Rich  failed  him;  and  a  new  theatrical  war  immediately 
arose.  At  that  time  the  actors  at  Drury  Lane  were  re¬ 
hearsing  “Don  Quixote  in  England” — the  comedy  which 
Fielding  had  sketched  out  while  in  Leyden  and  had  since 
completed,  turning  it  into  a  ballad-opera  in  accordance 
with  the  new  dramatic  fashion.  In  order  to  meet  the  exi¬ 
gencies  of  his  contest  with  Rich,  Fleetwood  never  let  this 
comedy  reach  a  public  performance,  but  substituted  for  it 
a  pantomime  entertainment  called  “Cupid  and  Psyche,”  in 
which  the  chief  attraction  was  an  enormous  giant  known 
as  Gargantua,  or  Mynheer  Cajanus  because  he  came  from 
Holland  or  Germany.  For  “a  great  number  of  nights,”  it 
is  said,  the  town  crowded  to  Drury  Lane  to  see  this  “tall 
man”  rise  from  a  trap  door.*  Though  Fleetwood  might  for 
a  time  outdo  Rich  in  monstrosities  like  this,  the  victory 
could  not  be  enduring.  He  accordingly  began  negotiations 
with  young  Cibber  for  the  return  of  the  disaffected  players 
at  the  Haymarket.  Hard  pressed  by  debts  and  fearing  a 
permanent  alliance  between  Fleetwood  and  Rich  against 
them,  they  were  easily  persuaded  to  come  back  into  the  fold, 
with  Cibber  as  the  acting  manager.  The  first  performance 
of  the  united  company  at  Drury  Lane  took  place  on  March 
12,  1734.  The  war  against  Rich  was  kept  up  with  Cajanus, 
and,  when  the  public  grew  tired  of  him,  with  a  giantess  and 
a  troupe  of  tumblers.  Then  came  the  benefit  nights,  and  the 
season  ended  merrily  for  all  except  Fielding,  who  was 
apparently  piqued  by  Fleetwood’s  treatment  of  “Don 
Quixote  in  England,”  and  of  course  could  not  at  once 

*  ‘  ‘  An  Apology  for  the  Life  of  T—  C — 1740,  pp.  103-104. 
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resume  friendly  relations  with  young  Cibber,  whom  he  had 
recently  held  up  to  scorn  as  stage-manager.  Not  greatly 
disturbed  by  his  ill  fortune,  however,  Fielding  merely  re¬ 
marked  that  he  had  been  crowded  out  by  “the  giant 
Cajanus.” 

To  say  the  truth,  Fielding  was  not  quite  crowded  out. 
Part  of  the  Drury  Lane  company  continued  to  perform  on 
odd  nights  at  the  Haymarket.  Tickets  sold  for  one  theatre 
were  sometimes  accepted  at  the  other.  By  the  middle  of 
April,  “Don  Quixote  in  England”  was  being  acted  “with 
great  applause”  at  the  Haymarket,  together  with  “The’ 
Covent-Garden  Tragedy,”  which — such  is  the  changing 
temper  of  audiences — had  been  hissed  out  of  the  theatre 
two  years  before.  The  players  sent  over  to  the  Haymarket 
did  not  comprise  the  best  of  the  company,  if  we  except 
Macklin,  whom  young  Cibber  feared  as  a  rival  and  so 
wished  out  of  the  way.  In  the  original  cast  of  “Don 
Quixote”  we  miss  most  of  all  Mrs.  Clive;  but  with  Macklin 
as  Squire  Badger  the  piece  was  bound  to  succeed.  In  itself 
it  is  a  good  comedy;  its  scenes  at  the  inn  of  a  country 
borough  are  new  and  refreshing  by  contrast  with  the 
London  that  Fielding  had  been  hitherto  depicting;  it  is 
really  like  a  chapter  out  of  “Joseph  Andrews,”  of  which 
it  may  aptly  be  considered  as  a  foreshadowing.  Here  occur 
also  an  improved  version  of  “The  Roast  Beef  of  Old  Eng¬ 
land”  and  a  fine  hunting  song  beginning — 

The  dusky  night  rides  down  the  sky, 

And  ushers  in  the  morn; 

The  hounds  all  join  in  glorious  cry, 

The  huntsman  winds  his  horn : 

And  a  hunting  we  will  go. 

“Don  Quixote”  is  noteworthy  as  marking  Fielding’s 
return  to  direct  political  satire,  from  which  he  was  com¬ 
pelled  to  keep  clear  while  writing  for  Drury  Lane.  Once 
back  in  the  Haymarket,  he  regained  his  old  freedom.  The 
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writs  for  the  election  of  a  new  Parliament  were  issued  on 
April  18,  the  very  day  on  which  Fielding  published  his 
“Don  Quixote.”*  Adjusting  his  comedy  to  the  political 
situation,  he  introduced  three  new  scenes  in  the  course  of 
which  Don  Quixote  becomes  a  candidate  for  Parliament  and 
thereby  a  means  for  exposing  the  bribery  in  country  elec¬ 
tions.  While  the  play  was  acting  night  after  night,  the 
newspapers  were  giving  accounts,  some  sober,  some 
humorous,  of  actual  or  attempted  corruption  in  all  parts  of 
England — of  a  voter,  for  instance,  at  Dover,  who  on  coming 
to  the  poll  produced  a  letter  containing  ten  guineas  which 
a  gentleman  had  sent  him  for  his  vote,  not  as  a  bribe,  the 
gentleman  declared,  but  as  “an  act  of  charity.”  As 
might  be  expected,  Fielding  played  delightfully  with  “the 
humours  of  mayors  and  corporations,”  as  he  called  it.  In 
one  of  the  scenes  the  mayor  of  the  borough  comes  to  the  inn 
kept  by  Mr.  Guzzle  to  talk  over  matters  with  him  and  a 
tradesman  named  Retail;  whereupon  takes  place  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conversation  very  like,  I  daresay,  what  Fielding  had 
often  overheard  in  the  West : 

“Guz.  Mr.  Mayor,  a  good  morrow  to  you,  Sir;  are  you 
for  a  whet  this  morning? 

May.  With  all  my  heart;  but  what’s  become  of  the 
gentleman  [Don  Quixote],  the  traveller? 

Guz.  He ’s  laid  down  to  sleep,  I  believe ;  pretty  well  tired 
with  work.  What  the  devil  to  do  with  him,  I  can’t  tell. 

May.  My  neighbour  and  I  have  a  strange  thought  come 
into  our  heads ;  you  know,  Mr.  Guzzle,  we  are  like  to  have  no 
opposition,  and  that  I  believe  you  will  feel  the  want  of,  as 
much  as  any  man.  Now,  d’ye  see,  we  have  taken  it  into  con¬ 
sideration,  whether  we  should  not  ask  this  Sir  Don  to 
represent  us. 

•  •  •  •  • 

Ret.  But  if  you  think  he  intends  to  offer  himself,  would 

*“The  Grub-street  Journal,”  April  18,  1734. 
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it  not  be  wiser  to  let  Mm ;  for  then,  you  know,  if  he  spends 
never  so  much,  we  shall  not  he  oblig’d  to  ohoose  him. 

May.  Brother  alderman,  I  have  reproved  you  already 
for  that  way  of  reasoning ;  it  savours  too  much  of  bribery. 
I  like  an  opposition,  because  otherwise  a  man  may  be 
obliged  to  vote  against  his  party ;  therefore,  when  we  invite 
a  gentleman  to  stand,  we  invite  him  to  spend  his  money  for 
the  honour  of  Ms  party ;  and  when  both  parties  have  spent 
as  much  as  they  are  able,  every  honest  man  will  vote 
according  to  his  conscience. 

Guz.  Mr.  Mayor  talks  like  a  man  of  sense  and  honour, 
and  it  does  me  good  to  hear  him. 

May.  Ay,  ay,  Mr.  Guzzle,  I  never  gave  a  vote  contrary 
to  my  conscience.  I  have  very  earnestly  recommended  the 
country-interest  to  all  my  brethren;  but  before  that  I 
recommended  the  town-interest,  that  is,  the  interest  of  this 
corporation;  and  first  of  all,  I  recommended  to  every  par¬ 
ticular  man  to  take  a  particular  care  of  himself.  And  it  is 
with  a  certain  way  of  reasoning,  that  he  that  serves  me  best, 
will  serve  the  town  best ;  and  he  that  serves  the  town  best, 
will  serve  the  country  best. 

Guz.  See  what  it  is  to  have  been  at  Oxford ;  the  parson 
in  the  parish  himself  can ’t  out-talk  him. 

May.  Come,  landlord,  we’ll  have  one  bottle,  and  drink 
success  to  the  corporation:  these  times  come  but  seldom, 
therefore  we  ought  to  make  the  best  of  them.  Come  along.  ’  ’ 

Consistently  with  scenes  of  this  kind,  ‘  ‘  Don  Quixote  ’  ’  was 
dedicated  to  Lord  Chesterfield,  who  had  recently  been  dis¬ 
missed  from  his  place  at  Court  and  was  then  covertly 
attacking  Walpole  in  the  newspapers  by  means  of  anony¬ 
mous  essays  on  gigantic  eyes  and  gigantic  ears,  at  once 
bitter  and  amusing.  In  his  dedication  of  “The  Intriguing 
Chambermaid”  to  Mrs.  Clive,  Fielding,  as  if  acquainted 
with  him,  had  already  alluded  to  Chesterfield  as  “one  of 
the  finest  judges  and  the  greatest  man  of  his  age.”  He 
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now  expressed  “ perfect  admiration”  for  the  Earl  and  just 
hinted  that  the  stage  could  do  more  than  the  essay  in 
awakening  the  public  to  a  sense  of  “the  calamities  brought 
on  a  country  by  general  corruption.”  In  other  words, 
Fielding  was  offering  his  aid  against  the  Government  in 
case  the  Opposition  should  care  for  it.  Chesterfield  under¬ 
stood  perfectly  what  Fielding  meant;  but  the  Opposition 
was  not  yet  ready  to  make  full  use  of  his  pen.  Two  years 
later,  as  we  shall  see,  the  alliance  was  formed. 

For  the  present  Fielding  had  to  keep  up  the  struggle 
with  slight  or  no  assistance  from  a  patron.  His  income 
from  the  stage,  however,  must  have  been  at  least  three 
hundred  pounds  a  year.  A  good  farce  was  then  valued  at 
forty  or  fifty  pounds,  and  this  sum  might  be  increased  by 
numerous  benefit  nights  in  which  the  author  received  all  the 
profits  after  the  players  were  paid.  For  some  reason 
Fielding  was  hardly  molested  this  year  by  “The  Grub- 
street  Journal.”  Bavius  even  announced  that  he  had  re¬ 
fused  to  publish  anonymous  letters  and  epigrams  turning  to 
vulgar  burlesque  Fielding’s  fine  tribute  to  Mrs.  Clive.* 
Someone  must  have  given  the  word  to  the  editor  to  cease 
his  persecution  of  the  young  playwright.  Was  it  Pope  at 
the  request  of  his  friend  Lord  Chesterfield?  On  the  other 
hand,  “The  Universal  Spectator”  admitted  to  its  columns 
a  mock  testament  called  “An  Author’s  Will,”  in  which 
Fielding  was  taken  to  task  for  hasty  and  careless  produc¬ 
tions.  The  burlesque  will,  which  the  author  writes  “From 
my  garret  in  Grubstreet,  ’  ’  ran  through  two  numbers  of  the 
newspaper;  but  the  only  part  of  it  clearly  written  with 
Fielding  in  mind  is  the  following  paragraph  in  the  issue  of 
J uly  6 : 

“Item,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  very  negligent  Friend 
Henry  Drama,  Esq;  all  my  INDUSTRY.  And  whereas  the 
World  may  think  this  an  unnecessary  Legacy,  forasmuch 

*  ‘  *  The  Grub-street  Journal,”  Jan.  31,  1734. 
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as  the  said  Henry  Drama,  Esq,  brings  on  the  Stage  four 
Pieces  every  Season;  yet  as  such  Pieces  are  always  wrote 
with  uncommon  Rapidity,  and  during  such  fatal  Intervals 
only  as  the  Stocks  have  been  on  the  Fall,  this  Legacy  will  be 
of  use  to  him  to  revise  and  correct  his  Works.  Furthermore, 
for  fear  the  said  Henry  Drama  should  make  an  ill  Use  of 
the  said  Industry,  and  expend  it  all  on  a  Ballad  Farce,  it’s 
my  Will  the  said  Legacy  should  be  paid  him  by  equal  Por¬ 
tions,  and  as  his  Necessities  may  require.” 

The  next  month  Fielding  was  so  scandalously  treated  by 
“Scriblerus  Theatricus”  in  a  verse  satire  called  “The 
Dramatic  Sessions ;  or  the  Stage  Contest  of  1734,”  that  even 
“The  Grub-street  Journal”  protested  against  his  being 
classed  with  the  blockheads  of  the  age  along  with  play¬ 
wrights  such  as  James  Thomson,  Ambrose  Philips,  Benja¬ 
min  Martyn,  and  Philip  Froude,  of  whom  the  last  two  were 
nonentities.  The  Goddess  of  Nonsense,  missing  her 
favourite  son,  inquires  for  “F-ld-ng  .  .  .  with  his  heavy 
Quixote”;  whereupon  the  young  playwright,  whose  works 
are  dull  more  by  idleness  than  by  nature,  steps  forward  and 
curses  everybody  in  the  company,  shouting  at  last : 

Reach,  reach  me  the  chaplet — I’m  going  to  write, 

I  ’ll  shew  ye  the  odds,  in  a  crowded  ninth-night ; 

I  alone  please  the  town  in  the  Goddess ’s  vein, 

And  if  critics  damn  me — why,  I  damn  them  again. 

In  contrast  with  this  abuse,  Fielding  received  earlier  in 
the  season  encouragement  from  an  unknown  admirer,  who 
sent  him  a  poem  of  seventy-two  lines  in  appreciation  of  his 
talent  as  displayed  especially  in  “The  Author’s  Farce.” 
Fielding  liked  the  verses  well  enough  to  publish  them  with 
“The  Intriguing  Chambermaid.”  The  writer  lamented 
that  Fielding  was  forced  into  “farce,  masque,  and  opera” 
in  order  to  earn  a  living ;  and  yet  praised  his  sense  and  art 
and  humour  even  therein.  Who  wrote  the  poem,  we  may 
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never  know ;  but  he  was  no  scribbler,  and  he  took  a  genuine 
interest  in  Fielding’s  hard  career.  Witness  the  lines : 

Long  have  I  seen,  with  sorrow  and  surprise, 

Unhelp’d,  unheeded,  thy  strong  genius  rise, 

To  form  our  manners  and  amend  our  laws, 

And  aid,  with  artful  hand,  the  public  cause. 

Proceed,  even  thus  proceed,  bless ’d  youth!  to  charm, 
Divert  our  heats,  and  civil  rage  disarm, 

Till  fortune,  once  not  blind  to  merit,  smile 
On  thy  desert,  and  recompense  thy  toil : 

Or  Walpole,  studious  still  of  Britain’s  fame, 

Protect  thy  labours,  and  prescribe  the  theme, 

On  which,  in  ease  and  affluence,  thou  may’st  raise 
More  noble  trophies  to  thy  country’s  praise. 
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DRAMATIC  CAREER 
MARRIAGE  AND  REST 

It  is  difficult  to  think  of  Fielding,  the  author  of  sixteen 
plays,  the  storm-centre  of  the  English  drama,  as  still  only 
twenty-seven  years  old.  His  home,  after  the  death  of  his 
mother,  had  been  at  Salisbury.  As  a  schoolboy,  when  away 
from  Eton,  he  had  spent  his  vacations  there  with  his  grand¬ 
mother  and  sisters.  It  is  clear,  too,  that  since  his  return 
from  Leyden  he  had  also  visited  Salisbury  every  summer 
or  autumn  between  the  dramatic  seasons.  The  house  which 
Lady  Gould  took  there  was  in  St.  Martin's  Street,  which 
ran  along  the  eastern  rampart  of  the  city  to  the  ancient 
church  from  which  the  street — then  an  avenue  of  limes — 
received  its  name.  Beyond  were  the  Milford  hills.  By  the 
death  of  Lady  Gould  in  June,  1733,  the  family  circle  was 
broken,  though  a  Mrs.  Fielding,*  probably  an  aunt,  dwelt 
in  the  house  for  some  years  more,  doubtless  along  with 
Henry’s  sisters.  Fielding  became  very  familiar  with  the 
district  around  Salisbury,  which,  more  or  less  disguised, 
is  reflected  in  his  novels ;  and  it  was  but  a  short  walk  from 
Lady  Gould’s  house  into  the  centre  of  the  town,  where  he 
made  many  acquaintances,  some  of  whom  may  be  yet  un¬ 
covered  in  “Tom  Jones.”  On  his  way  to  the  Cathedral 
Close,  he  would  tramp  along  St.  Ann’s  Street,  just  off  of 
which  in  Friary  Lane  lived  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Cradock,  with 

*  ‘  ‘  Mrs.  ’  ’  was  then  applied  to  unmarried  as  well  as  to  married  women.  The 
Mrs.  Fielding,  who  was  assessed  in  1734  for  “the  house  late  Lady  Gould’s,” 
may  have  been  Edmund  Fielding’s  unmarried  sister  Dorothy. 
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her  two  daughters,  Charlotte  and  Catherine,  the  reigning 
belles  of  Salisbury.  Fielding  fell  desperately  in  love  with 
Charlotte  and  married  her  after  a  courtship  of  four  years 
or  more. 

Nothing  is  positively  known  of  Mrs.  Cradock ’s  husband 
or  of  her  previous  history.  But  it  is  to  be  presumed  that 
she  had  been  left  a  widow  when  young,  and  had  settled  in 
Salisbury  to  educate  her  daughters  or  perhaps  merely  to 
introduce  them  into  the  society  of  a  cathedral  town.  If 
Mr.  Cradock  may  be  identified  with  the  father  of  Amelia, 
“a  worthier  man  .  .  .  never  lived,”  and  “he  died  suddenly 
when  his  children  were  infants.”  A  Mrs.  Mary  Penelope 
Cradock,  who  died  in  October,  1729,  lies  buried  in  Salisbury 
Cathedral.*  The  house  which  the  family  occupied  at  the 
time  of  Charlotte’s  marriage  is  evidence  of  a  comfortable 
income,  unless  they  were  living  far  beyond  their  means. 
Still  standing,  it  is  now  known,  as  it  was  then,  as  “the 
Friary  House”  from  its  adjoining  an  old  Friary.  It  is  a 
remodelled  Elizabethan  mansion  having  commodious  rooms 
and  chambers  in  oak  panels  and  facing  a  large  inner  garden. 
Except  for  some  later  additions,  including  a  Georgian  front, 

*  The  inscription  gives  her  age  at  the  time  of  her  death,  Oct.  28,  1729,  as 
twenty-four.  Lawrence  (“Life  of  Fielding,”  p.  68)  says  there  were  “three 
sisters  named  Cradock,  ’  ’  one  of  whom  Fielding  married.  Mr.  J.  Paul  de  Castro 
(“Notes  and  Queries,”  Nov.,  1917,  p.  467)  thinks  that  Mary  Penelope  may 
have  been  a  sister  of  Charlotte  and  Catherine.  If  this  be  so,  she  was  incorrectly 
described  in  the  burials  register  as  “of  the  Close,”  for  the  house  where  the 
Cradocks  who  concern  us  lived,  was  outside  the  Cathedral  Close — not,  as  Mr. 
de  Castro  assumes,  within  the  gates.  My  own  opinion  that  there  were  but  two 
Cradock  sisters  is  supported  by  the  fact  that  Henry  Price,  in  a  poem  to  be 
described,  mentions  only  Charlotte  and  Kitty.  Apparently  his  poem  was  written 
before  the  death  of  Mary  Penelope  Cradock.  The  late  Mr.  Thomas  H.  Baker  of 
Salisbury  was  the  first  to  identify  the  Cradock  house  from  the  assessments. 
In  the  summer  of  1911,  I  went  over  his  notes  with  him  and  verified  the  most 
important  of  them.  From  these  notes  I  find  that  in  1734  Mrs.  Cradock  was 
assessed  in  St.  Martin’s  parish  for  3s.  8d., — presumably  the  monthly  rate.  The 
entry  comes  for  the  house  at  the  lower  end  of  St.  Ann’s  Street.  There  can  be 
no  mistake  in  Mr.  Baker’s  identification  of  the  house.  No  evidence  has  been 
produced  to  show  that  the  Cradocks  ever  lived  within  the  Close. 
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MARRIAGE  AND  REST 

the  house  remains  much  as  it  was  in  Fielding’s  time.  Its 
finest  room  was  the  great  hall,  now  a  dining-room,  with 
flowered  ceiling,  an  immense  fireplace  in  ancient  tiling,  and 
a  superb  Jacobean  mantel  representing  Joseph  with  a  Lamb 
in  his  Arms,  the  Virgin  with  Child,  St.  Matthew  with  open 
Book,  and  several  smaller  figures,  all  grouped  around  the 
York  rose.  Here  the  young  Romeo,  having  failed  to  abduct 
Miss  Andrew,  found  his  wife. 

The  house  was  in  the  parish  of  St.  Martin’s,  and  the 
Cradocks  had  to  pass  Lady  Gould’s  on  their  way  to  the 
church,  where  perhaps  Fielding  first  saw  them  on  his 
return  from  Leyden.  Of  that  we  do  not  know;  but  by  1730, 
he  was  celebrating  their  charms  in  verses,  which  he  gave 
to  the  public  in  his  “Miscellanies”  of  1743.  In  one  of  these 
poems,  Venus  is  represented  as  holding  a  Court  of  Beauty 
in  the  Elysian  Fields  for  the  appointment  of  her  vice¬ 
regents  upon  earth;  and  before  her  Jove  appears  to  plead 
the  cause  of  the  Miss  Cradocks  above  all  the  other 
“nymphs”  of  New  Sarum: 

And  can  you,  daughter,  doubt  to  whom 
(He  cry’d)  belongs  the  happy  doom, 

While  C - cks  yet  make  bless ’d  the  earth, 

C - cks,  who  long  before  their  birth, 

I,  by  your  own  petition  mov ’d, 

Decreed  to  be  by  all  belov’d. 

C - cks,  to  whose  celestial  dower 

I  gave  all  beauties  in  my  power ; 

To  form  whose  lovely  minds  and  faces, 

I  stript  half  heaven  of  its  graces. 

Oh  let  them  bear  an  equal  sway, 

So  shall  mankind  well-pleas ’d  obey. 

The  fame  of  their  beauty  spread  over  the  West  and 
reached  London  even.  Down  at  Poole  on  the  coast,  there 
was  a  young  man  named  Henry  Price,  who,  as  a  relief  to 
his  occupation  as  port-master,  wrote  many  poems  in  imita- 
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tion  of  greater  poets  than  himself.  He  translated  from  the 
Greek  “The  Battle  of  the  Frogs  and  the  Mice,”  that  mock- 
heroic  once  attributed  to  Homer,  and  turned  into  verse  the 
story  of  Shalum  and  Hilpa  from  ‘  ‘  The  Spectator.  ’  ’  Among 
his  short  facetious  poems  on  local  themes  is  one — in  Latin 
and  English,  side  by  side — addressed  to  “Charlotte  and 
Kitty  Cradock,  ’  ’  which  eventually  found  its  way  into  ‘  ‘  The 
London  Magazine.”*  From  this  poem,  written  not  in  very 
good  taste,  it  would  appear  that  ‘  ‘  the  dear  charmers  ’  ’  had 
graced  Poole  with  their  presence  and  that  the  poet  was 
lamenting  their  departure.  Kitty  is  described  as  the  more 
sprightly,  but  Charlotte  as  the  more  lovely — “Sit  noctis 
Charlotta  regina!”  Far-off  London  knew  of  them  simply 
as  “the  pretty  Miss  Cradocks  of  Salisbury.”! 

If  in  the  first  flush  of  youthful  desire  Fielding  vacillated 
between  the  two  girls,  his  doubt  was  resolved  as  soon  as 
he  came  to  know  them  better.  Catherine  then  had  to  give 
way  to  Charlotte  as  the  special  favourite  of  Venus.  Under 
the  name  of  Celia  he  sent  Charlotte  all  manner  of  verses — 
some  were  love  allegories,  others  merely  rhymes  and  epi¬ 
grams — extolling  her  beauty,  tender  heart,  and  under¬ 
standing.  He  is  glad  to  exchange,  he  tells  her,  all  the  dis¬ 
tractions  of  London  for  her  company  in  the  quiet  cathedral 
town,  and  he  bids  the  envious  nymphs  of  New  Sarum  to 
cease  contending  with  her  for  the  prize  of  beauty.  On  her 
remarking  that  she  would  like  a  Lilliputian  to  play  with,  he 
puts  it  into  a  poem  that  he  would  like  to  be  that  pigmy,  or 
guardian  sprite,  dancing  upon  her  hand,  or  lying  in  a  fold 
of  her  gown,  or  sitting  astride  upon  the  steeple  of  her  hat. 
When  she  is  perplexed  at  Gay’s  severity  on  her  sex,  he 
replies  that  if  the  women  whom  Gay  knew  had  possessed 
her  “tenderness”  and  “accomplished  mind,”  there  would 
he  no  point  in  the  poet’s  satire.  In  lighter  vein  he  composes 

*  April,  1744. 

t  “Advertisement”  at  end  of  “The  Tryal  of  Colley  Cibber,”  1740. 
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a  riddle  on  her  name  and  finds  occasion  for  a  poem  in  the 
humorous  circumstance  that  one  night,  when  the  Cradocks 
feared  their  house  would  be  broken  open,  Charlotte  placed 
on  guard  an  old  man  “with  a  gun  without  any  ammuni¬ 
tion.”  Supposing  the  harmless  gun  to  be  loaded,  the  faith¬ 
ful  servant  kept  up  the  watch  till  morning.  The  year  of 
her  marriage,  Fielding  also  paid  Charlotte  a  compliment 
by  giving  her  name  to  the  beautiful  and  amiable  young  lady 
in  “The  Intriguing  Chambermaid,”  who  bestows  herself 
and  her  little  fortune  on  Valentine.  Perhaps  there  are 
other  correspondences  between  the  play  and  Fielding’s 
courtship.  Certainly  some  of  Valentine’s  songs,  as  the  one 
in  praise  of  “Charlotte’s  charming  form,”  were  intended 
for  the  real  Charlotte  away  in  Salisbury. 

At  the  moment  Fielding  was  too  absorbed  in  his  passion 
to  give  many  details  of  Charlotte ’s  appearance.  His  poems 
rather  describe,  with  a  lover’s  exaggeration,  the  effect  of 
her  beauty  upon  those  who  had  seen  her.  In  the  Salisbury 
Assembly  Rooms,  she  outshines  all  the  rest  in  the  dance; 
none  are  “half  so  fair.”  At  church,  the  priest  forgets  his 
text  at  sight  of  her;  and  her  lover,  entranced  by  her  lips, 
her  neck,  her  eyes,  her  dimple  (it  was  in  her  right  cheek), 
declares  she  “was  made  of  an  angel  in  heaven.”  This 
vision  of  Charlotte  haunted  Fielding  to  the  end  of  life. 
When  the  romance  and  the  marriage  had  become  but  a 
memory,  he  drew  her  portrait  in  ‘ * Tom  J ones  ’  ’  as  she  was 
in  her  youth.  With  some  variations,  she  is  the  Sophia 
Western  of  that  novel.  She  was,  as  we  may  see  in  that 
portrait,  a  rather  tall,  graceful  brunette,  with  large  eyes, 
and  black  hair  so  luxuriant  that  it  fell  below  her  waist,  until 
in  compliance  with  a  new  fashion  she  cut  it  and  let  it  curl 
gracefully  in  her  neck.  ‘ 1  Her  eyebrows  were  full,  even,  and 
arched  beyond  the  power  of  art  to  imitate.  ’  ’  Her  nose  was 
“exactly  regular,”  but  there  was  “a  little  scar,”  we  are 
told  elsewhere,  on  one  side  of  it,  which  Fielding  thought 
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rather  added  to  than  diminished  her  beauty.  It  was  an 
oval  face  with  a  neck  “long  and  finely  turned,’ ’  and  a  com¬ 
plexion  of  a  delicate  whiteness  easily  changing  with  exer¬ 
cise  or  emotion  to  a  colour  which  “no  vermilion  could 
equal.”  It  was  a  face  like  this,  says  Fielding,  that  moved 
Dr.  Donne  to  cry  out : 

- Her  pure  and  eloquent  blood 

Spoke  in  her  cheeks,  and  so  distinctly  wrought, 

That  one  might  almost  say  her  body  thought. 

“Such,”  adds  Fielding  in  summary,  “was  the  outside  of 
Sophia;  nor  was  this  beautiful  frame  disgraced  by  an  in¬ 
habitant  unworthy  of  it.  Her  mind  was  every  way  equal 
to  her  person ;  nay,  the  latter  borrowed  some  charms  from 
the  former;  for  when  she  smiled,  the  sweetness  of  her 
temper  diffused  that  glory  over  her  countenance  which  no 
regularity  of  features  can  give.  ”  Not  that  she  was  learned ; 
for  we  know  from  that  other  portrait  of  her  in  Amelia  that 
her  reading  was  confined  mostly  to  plays  and  poems  and 
a  few  excellent  books  in  divinity.  Making  due  allowance 
for  a  lover’s  eyes,  there  still  remains  “a  most  charming 
woman” — Fielding’s  own  phrase  when  in  a  sober  mood. 
Miss  Cradock,  one  easily  sees,  was  of  a  rather  delicate  con¬ 
stitution,  ill  adapted  for  the  hard  life  before  her. 

The  circumstances  concerning  the  marriage  are  not  fully 
known.  It  is  agreed  that  Fielding  in  depicting  the  career 
of  Mr.  Wilson  in  “Joseph  Andrews”  recoloured  here  and 
there  incidents  in  his  own  life,  though  opinion  has  always 
differed  on  which  are  purely  fictitious  and  which  have  a 
basis  in  fact.  The  Harriet  whom  Mr.  Wilson  marries  cer¬ 
tainly  has  some  of  the  characteristics  of  Charlotte  as  Field¬ 
ing  drew  her — the  easy  blush,  the  sweet  smile,  the  sweet 
voice,  and  perfect  amiability.  One  is  tempted  to  go  a  step 
further  and  find  in  Mr.  Wilson’s  long-delayed  proposal  of 
marriage  (owing  to  his  ill  fortunes)  and  Harriet’s  answer, 
“I  believe  you  cannot  ask  me  what  I  will  deny,”  a  reflection 
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of  what  occurred  at  the  Friary  House  in  Salisbury.  At 
any  rate,  Fielding’s  marriage,  like  Wilson’s,  was  the  result 
of  a  sudden  impulse  after  a  protracted  courtship,  and  seems 
to  have  been  an  elopement.  The  secret  came  out  a  decade 
ago  when  a  gentleman  of  Bath  discovered  the  entry  of  the 
marriage  in  the  registry  of  St.  Mary’s  Church  at  Charl- 
combe,  a  secluded  parish  nearly  two  miles  north  of  Bath. 
The  record  runs :  “November  ye  28,  1734. — Henry  Fielding 
of  ye  Parish  of  St.  James,  in  Bath,  Esq.,  and  Charlotte  Cra- 
dock,  of  ye  same  Parish,  spinster,  were  married  by  virtue 
of  a  licence  from  ye  Court  of  Wells.”*  There  may  be  sev¬ 
eral  inferences  from  the  entry  and  none  quite  certain.  One 
inference  is  that  Fielding  and  Miss  Cradock  fled  from  Salis¬ 
bury  to  Bath,  obtained  a  licence  there  under  the  fiction  of 
their  residence  in  the  parish  of  St.  James,  and  then  hurried 
over  to  the  friendly  Vicar  of  Charlcombe.  The  scene  where 
the  romance  ended  is  a  pretty  stone  church  with  embattled 
tower,  at  that  time — it  has  since  been  enlarged — one  of  the 
smallest  churches  in  England.  Situated  high  on  the  slope 
of  .Lansdown,  it  overlooks  a  deep  ravine  and  a  few  scat¬ 
tered  cottages,  with  an  extensive  view  across  Bath  to 
Hampton  Down  in  the  distance.  If,  as  seems  most  probable, 
Fielding  and  Miss  Cradock  had  eloped  thither,  there  is 
an  imaginative  rendering  of  it  in  “Amelia.”  Booth  and 
Amelia  escaped  from  the  pursuit  of  a  distracted  mother  to 
be  married  by  their  friend  Dr.  Harrison.  When  all  was 
over,  she  became  quickly  reconciled  to  the  marriage,  and, 
as  she  came  to  know  her  son-in-law  better,  expressed  “great 
fondness  for  him.”  Amelia’s  unkind  sister,  however,  never 
forgave  the  lovers ;  she  quarrelled  with  them,  and  with  her 
mother,  who  in  consequence  disinherited  her.  All  this  is  in 
general  harmony  with  the  events  which  immediately  suc- 

*  “Notes  and  Queries,”  10  S.  VI,  47  (July  21,  1906).  An  engraving  of 
Charlcombe  Church,  showing  the  north  and  west  sides,  is  given  by  F.  Grose  in 
“The  Antiquities  of  England  and  Wales,”  new  edition,  V,  1786,  p.  38. 
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ceeded  the  marriage  of  Henry  Fielding  and  Charlotte 
Cradock. 

Soon  after  his  marriage,  Fielding  settled  with  his  wife  in 
London  for  the  winter,  taking  lodgings  in  Buckingham 
Street,*  near  the  theatres.  As  a  Mr.  Thomas  Cradock  was 
then  a  householder  in  this  street,  which  runs  from  the 
Strand  to  the  river,  it  has  been  surmised  by  Miss  Godden 
that  the  Fieldings  lived  with  him,  presumably  a  brother  or 
cousin  of  Mrs.  Cradock ’s  deceased  husband.  On  January 
17, 1735, f  Fielding  brought  out  a  farce  at  Drury  Lane  called 
“An  Old  Man  Taught  Wisdom:  or,  the  Virgin  Unmask ’d.” 
A  country  squire,  “with  a  good  ten  thousand  pound,” 
resolves  to  marry  his  only  daughter — possessing  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  world,  he  thinks — to  the  most  worthy  of  his  poor 
relations,  who  are  summoned  for  her  to  pass  upon,  one  by 
one — an  apothecary,  a  dancing-master,  a  singing-master, 
a  lawyer,  and  a  student  from  Oxford.  Lucy  proves  to  know 
more  of  the  world  than  her  father  suspected,  and  marries 
a  footman  with  whom  she  has  been  long  in  love.  The  piece 
gave  Mrs.  Clive,  who  took  the  part  of  Lucy,  an  opportunity 
to  display  her  talent  in  smart  comment  on  different  types  of 
young  men  as  they  appeared  one  after  another  to  sue  for 
her  hand.  The  audience,  however,  hissed  Bookish,  the 
Oxford  student,  being  especially  displeased  with  a  scene 
between  him  and  Lucy,  where  he  says:  “I  shall  throw 
myself  at  no  woman’s  feet,  for  I  look  on  myself  as  the 
superior  of  the  two.”  The  remark  was  regarded  as  an 
insult  not  only  to  Lucy  but  to  all  the  women  in  the  audience. 
In  a  note  to  the  farce  when  published  a  week  later,  Fielding 
announced  that  the  objectionable  character,  as  well  as 
several  songs  and  speeches  in  other  places,  had  since  been 
omitted  by  the  players.  Thus  curtailed,  the  farce  became 
very  popular  and  continued  to  be  acted  through  the  rest  of 

*  Dedication  of  ‘  ‘  The  Universal  Gallant.  ’  ’ 

t  “The  London  Evening  Post,”  Jan.  16-18,  1735. 
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the  century.  Near  the  end  of  its  first  season,  Hogarth  de¬ 
signed  a  benefit  ticket  for  John  Laguerre,  who  played  the 
role  of  the  bean  or  dancing-master. 

This  farce,  cast  in  the  mould  of  the  ballad-opera,  was  suc¬ 
ceeded,  on  February  10,*  by  a  regular  comedy  in  five  long 
Acts,  bearing  the  title  of  “The  Universal  Gallant:  or,  the 
Different  Husbands.”  Like  “The  Modern  Husband,”  the 
new  play  resembled  too  much  a  novel.  Captain  Spark,  the 
universal  gallant,  boasts  that  he  has  had  intrigues  with  most 
of  the  ladies  in  town.  The  different  husbands  are  Sir  Simon 
Baffler  and  his  brother  the  Colonel — the  one  inordinately 
jealous  of  his  wife,  and  the  other  so  confident  of  his  wife’s 
virtue  as  to  expose  her  to  the  solicitations  of  his  friends. 
The  comedy  met  with  instant  condemnation,  despite  the 
excellent  players,  among  whom  were  James  Quin  and  young 
Cibber  as  the  universal  gallant.  No  one  except  the  author 
had  a  good  word  to  say  for  it;  not  even  Fielding’s  friends. 
In  the  preceding  November,  Aaron  Hill  and  William  Popple, 
brother  playwrights  very  well  disposed  towards  him,  began 
a  semi-weekly  periodical  called  “The  Prompter,”  dealing 
with  the  drama  and  other  literary  topics.  In  an  article  on 
the  stage  appearing  in  the  number  for  February  18,  one  of 
the  editors  remarks  of  the  behaviour  of  the  audience  on  the 
first  night  of  “The  Universal  Gallant”:  “Till  almost  the 
third  Act  was  over,  they  sat  very  quiet,  in  hopes  it  would 
mend,  till  finding  it  grew  still  worse  and  worse,  they  at 
length  lost  all  patience,  and  not  an  expression  or  sentiment 
afterwards  passed  without  its  deserved  censure.”  The 
actors  nevertheless  persisted  for  two  nights  more  before 
giving  up  the  fight.  In  Fielding’s  brief  phrase,  the  play 
was  “condemn’d  unheard.”  Each  performance  seems  to 
have  ended  in  a  tumult  of  groans,  catcalls,  whistles,  and 
horse-laughs.  Remembering  the  scene,  “The  Prompter,” 
when  describing  later  a  riot  at  Orator  Henley’s  chapel,  says 

'Fog’s  Weekly  Journal,"  Feb.  8,  1735. 
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there  were  ‘  *  such  hissings  and  clappings,  that  I  thought  my¬ 
self,  for  a  long  time,  at  a  representation  of  a  new  piece  of 
Mr.  F — 1 — g.”* 

The  reasons  for  the  hostility  of  the  audience  were  quite 
sufficient.  Never  before  had  Fielding  been  so  dull;  never 
before  had  he  put  into  the  mouths  of  his  characters  so 
caustic  remarks  on  the  frailties  of  women;  no  scene  until 
the  fifth  Act  was  really  dramatic,  and  even  there  he  was  but 
reworking  scenes  from  his  “Love  in  Several  Masques.’ ’ 
The  author,  however,  was  surprised  and  grieved  at  his 
treatment,  and  so  appealed  to  the  town  by  publishing  the 
play  a  week  after  its  failure.  A  prologue  and  an  epilogue, 
evidently  retouched  if  not  written  after  the  first  perform¬ 
ance,  scored  the  audience,  given  over  to  “soft  Italian  airs 
and  French  buffoons,”  for  killing  his  comedy,  and  urged 
the  ladies  to  assist  by  their  applause  “the  satire  of  the 
stage.”  A  pathetic  advertisement  complained  of  the  bar¬ 
barous  usage  to  which  he  had  been  subjected  by  a  set  of 
“young  gentlemen  about  this  town,  who  make  a  jest  of 
damning  plays,”  though  the  author  “be  so  unfortunate 
[as]  to  depend  on  the  success  of  his  labours  for  his  bread.” 
“He  must  be,”  Fielding  concludes,  “an  inhuman  creature, 
indeed,  who  would  out  of  sport  and  wantonness  prevent  a 
man  from  getting  a  livelihood  in  an  honest  and  inoffensive 
way,  and  make  a  jest  of  starving  him  and  his  family.  .  .  . 
Of  all  persons,  I  am  the  last  they  should  attack,  as  I  have 
often  endeavoured  to  procure  the  success  of  others,  but 
never  assisted  at  the  condemnation  of  any  one.  ’  ’  There  was 
also  a  dedication  to  Charles,  Duke  of  Marlborough,  who  had 
recently  come  into  his  title  and  was  taking  sides  with  the 
opponents  of  Walpole.  In  his  distress  Fielding  besought 
his  loidsliip  s  favour  and  protection,  saying:  1  i Poverty 
has  imposed  chains  on  mankind  equal  with  tyranny.” 

Fielding’s  distress,  though  temporary,  was  real.  For 

*“The  Prompter,”  No.  82.  Aug.  22,  1735. 
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himself  alone  the  theatre  had  provided  a  precarious  living. 
Now  there  was  a  wife  to  support  also ;  and  his  second  play 
after  marriage  had  been  hissed  from  the  stage  by  an  im¬ 
partial  audience  ready,  I  think,  to  applaud,  had  there  been 
anything  in  the  piece  worthy  of  approval.  At  this  time  an 
anonymous  maker  of  verses  took  Fielding  as  an  example 
of  the  violent  changes  to  which  fortune  subjects  those  de¬ 
pendent  upon  her.  In  ‘  ‘  Seasonable  Reproof,  a  Satire  in  the 
Manner  of  Horace,’ ’  which  was  published  the  following 
November,  he  was  described  as  he  looked  before  and  after 
a  successful  play : 

F . g  who  yesterday  appear’d  so  rough, 

Clad  in  coarse  Prize,  and  plaister’d  down  with  Snuff. 

See  how  his  Instant  gaudy  Trappings  shine ; 

What  Play-house  Bard  was  ever  seen  so  fine ! 

But  this,  not  from  his  Humour  flows,  you’ll  say, 

But  mere  Necessity; — for  last  Night  lay 
In  Pawn ,  the  Velvet  which  he  wears  to  Day.* 

These  lines,  which  have  no  bitterness,  should  not  be  taken 
literally;  for  it  was  not  necessary  for  Fielding  this  year,  if 
ever,  to  pawn  his  coat.  They  are  only  Grub  Street’s  vivid 
way  of  saying  that  he  could  buy  a  new  suit  when  a  play 
succeeded,  but  must  wear  his  old  clothes  if  it  met  with 
disaster. 

On  other  occasions  when  a  play  failed,  Fielding  had 
quickly  substituted  another;  but  he  was  prevented  from 
doing  so  this  year  by  the  death  of  his  wife ’s  mother  and  the 
evident  desire  of  Mrs.  Fielding  to  quit  London.  Mrs. 
Cradock,  by  her  will  executed  on  February  8  and  proved 
on  February  25,  1735, f  left  her  entire  estate — except  “one 
shilling”  for  Catherine — to  her  “dearly  beloved  daughter 
Charlott  Ff eliding  wife  of  Henry  Ffeilding  of  East  Stour.  ’  ’ 
Mrs.  Fielding  was  named  in  the  will  as  “sole  executrix,” 

*  Written  by  James  Miller,  parson,  playwright,  and  satirist. 

t  The  will  is  at  Somerset  House — ‘  ‘  P.  C.  C.  27.  Ducie.  ’  ’ 
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and  as  such  presented  the  will  for  probate  in  London,  taking 
the  usual  oaths.  No  bond  was  required  of  her;  no  inventory 
of  goods  was  ever  exhibited;  nothing  is,  therefore,  posi¬ 
tively  known  of  the  value  and  specific  character  of  the  estate, 
except  that  the  will  mentions  “ready  money,  plate,  and 
jewels.  ’  ’  According  to  Arthur  Murphy,  writing  many  years 
afterwards,  Mrs.  Fielding’s  fortune  “did  not  exceed  fifteen 
hundred  pounds.”  That  estimate  is  a  safe  guess,  for  it 
may  mean  any  sum  up  to  fifteen  hundred  pounds,  and  there 
is  no  reason  for  believing  that  the  so-called  fortune  was 
larger.  Small  as  it  was,  it  was  enough  to  relieve  a  family 
in  need  of  assistance.  Why  Catherine  was  cut  off  with  a 
shilling  still  remains  a  mystery.  Perhaps,  like  the  envious 
sister  of  Amelia,  she  had  intrigued  against  Charlotte  and 
so  displeased  her  mother.  Something  very  wicked  must 
have  happened.  Nor  has  it  been  ascertained  what  became 
of  Catherine.  Did  Fielding  have  her  in  mind  when  he  wrote 
the  epigram? — 

That  Kate  weds  a  fool  what  wonder  can  be, 

Her  husband  has  married  a  fool  great  as  she.* 

Mrs.  Cradock’s  will  properly  described  Fielding  as  be¬ 
longing  to  the  parish  of  East  Stour,  which  had  been  his 
legal  residence  since  his  coming  of  age.  The  family  estate 
there  still  remained  in  trust  for  the  six  children,  awaiting 
the  majority  of  his  brother  Edmund,  born  in  1716.  The 
rents,  then  estimated  at  £200  a  year,  had  been  divided 
equally  among  them.  Naturally,  Henry  as  the  eldest  son 
had  for  some  time  kept  an  eye  on  the  management  of  the 
property  much  as  his  father  had  tried  to  do  before  him, 
going  to  East  Stour  at  least  every  autumn  to  hunt  and  to 
talk  over  affairs  with  the  man  in  immediate  charge  of  the 
farm.  Events  as  well  as  tradition  point  to  Fielding’s  re¬ 
tirement  to  East  Stour  this  spring  after  a  visit  to  Salisbury 
in  connection  with  the  estate  which  his  wife  had  inherited 

*“  Miscellanies,  ’  ’  1743,  I,  63. 
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from  her  mother.  If  Murphy  is  to  be  trusted,  it  was 
now  his  intention  “to  bid  adieu  to  all  the  follies  and  in¬ 
temperances”  of  the  town  and  to  turn  gentleman  farmer. 
However  this  may  be,  Fielding  stayed  with  his  wife  in  the 
country  through  the  summer  and  autumn.  It  was  the 
longest  rest  he  had  taken  since  he  began  his  dramatic 
career.  Here  the  months  went  by  in  quiet  and  comfort  amid 
the  scenes  of  his  childhood.  The  huge  locust  tree  was  still 
standing;  and  at  a  short  distance  were  the  orchards  and 
gardens  with  high  walls  through  the  holes  of  which,  it  is 
said,  he  used  to  shoot  rabbits  and  other  small  game.  A 
massive  oak  table  purporting  to  be  the  one  from  which  he 
dined  now  reposns  in  the  Museum  of  Taunton  Castle. 

There  were  old  and  new  faces  in  the  neighbourhood. 
Fielding’s  former  tutor,  the  Rev.  Mr.  Oliver,  lived  on  at 
Motcombe;  while  over  the  parish  of  East  Stour  presided 
the  Rev.  William  Young,  who  had  been  appointed  to  the 
curacy  only  four  years  before.  A  poor  Wiltshire  boy, 
Young  had  somehow  managed  to  go  to  Oxford,  where  he 
matriculated  at  the  advanced  age  of  twenty-five  and  duly 
obtained  his  degree.  In  1735  he  was  thirty-three  years 
old.  His  odd  personality,  compounded  of  rustic  manners 
and  university  culture,  was  a  source  of  perennial  interest 
to  Fielding.  He  had  a  strong  and  awkward  frame  such  as 
one  would  expect  in  a  cudgel-player  rather  than  in  a  stu¬ 
dent  of  the  ancient  classics  who  always  carried  in  his  coat 
pocket  a  copy  of  Aeschylus.  Absorbed  in  his  books,  he 
was  absent-minded  to  an  absurd  degree ;  and  when  pleased 
or  embarrassed,  he  had  the  habit  of  snapping  his  huge 
fingers  loud  enough  to  echo  through  the  hall.  Withal  he 
was  an  inveterate  smoker  and  he  loved  the  home-brewed 
ale.  Doubtless  Fielding  and  the  parson  wore  down  many 
a  night  in  the  old  stone  house  at  East  Stour  over  their  pipes 
and  mugs  and  anecdotes  of  London  and  Oxford. 

Four  miles  down  the  river  Stour  was  Stalbridge  Park, 

175 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

the  seat  of  a  notorious  London  attorney  named  Peter 
Walter.  Then  an  old  man,  he  had  amassed  a  fortune — esti¬ 
mated  at  £40,000  or  more — as  steward  to  the  Duke  of  New¬ 
castle  and  other  noblemen  and  gentlemen.  He  was  very 
shrewd  and  perhaps  equally  dishonest.  When  Fielding 
knew  him,  he  owned  not  only  Stalbridge  but  several  other 
estates  in  Dorset  and  Somerset,  often  acquired,  it  was 
claimed,  by  loans  at  exorbitant  rates  of  interest.  His  greed 
for  land  was  satirized  by  Pope,  who  charged  him  with  a 
desire  to  purchase  the  nation  just  as  Didius,  the  Roman 
lawyer,  had  bid  for  and  obtained  the  Roman  Empire  on  the 
death  of  Pertinax.  Fielding  was  amused  by  this  hoary 
miser  and  sinner  who  denied  himself  the  comforts  of  life 
and  spent  all  in  the  purchase  of  dirt.  He  subsequently  re¬ 
ferred  to  him  in  irony  as  “My  worthy  friend,”  and  as 
“Mynheer  Petrus  Gualterus.”  According  to  Fielding, 
Walter  regarded  “rows  of  fine  oaks”  as  an  expensive 
ornament  to  the  landscape,  and  so  cut  them  down  and  sold 
them ;  and  guineas  so  tenaciously  stuck  to  his  hand  that  no 
force  could  make  them  let  go.  Of  this  man  it  is  unnecessary 
to  say  more  in  this  place;  for  he  will  appear  in  “Joseph 
Andrews”  under  the  alias  of  Mr.  Peter  Pounce  in  the  com¬ 
pany  of  the  Rev.  William  Young,  renamed  the  Rev. 
Abraham  Adams. 
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DRAMATIC  CAREER 

PASQUIN 

If  Fielding,  as  has  been  alleged,  was  disposed  at  this  time 
to  renounce  the  stage  for  the  life  of  a  country  squire,  the 
old  longing  for  the  town  soon  returned  to  him.  The  quiet 
of  East  Stour  gave  him  an  opportunity  to  take  a  compre¬ 
hensive  view  of  his  dramatic  talent — to  see  that  it  lay,  not 
in  depicting  the  irregular  sex  relations  of  fashionable  so¬ 
ciety,  but  in  farce,  burlesque,  and  political  satire.  On 
mature  consideration,  he  must  have  known  why  “The  Uni¬ 
versal  Gallant”  had  failed,  and  that  to  regain  his  audience 
he  had  but  to  produce  another  play  in  the  manner  of  “Tom 
Thumb”  or  “The  Author’s  Farce.”  Perhaps  while  at 
East  Stour,  he  sketched  out  “Pasquin,”  and  went  up  to 
London  with  it  early  in  1736.  He  took  lodgings  or  a  house 
for  himself  and  wife  near  the  theatres,  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Martin’s  in  the  Fields,  where  their  first  child,  Charlotte, 
was  born  on  April  27,  and  baptized  on  May  19,  1736.  So 
Mrs.  Fielding,  who  had  shared  in  her  husband’s  chagrin 
over  “The  Universal  Gallant,”  was  now  to  see  him  retrieve 
his  fortunes  handsomely. 

The  theatrical  situation  had  not  greatly  changed  since  I 
last  described  it.  Drury  Lane  was  still  under  the  direction 
of  Fleetwood  as  the  chief  patentee,  with  young  Cibber  and 
Mrs.  Clive  among  the  leading  players.  Rich’s  company  at 
Covent  Garden  was  amusing  the  town  with  “dramatic 
entertainments,  ’  ’  varied  by  light  comedy  and  an  occasional 
tragedy.  Giffard  began  the  season  at  Goodman’s  Fields 
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but  in  April  he  closed  this  house  except  for  occasional  per¬ 
formances,  and  removed  to  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields,  thus  bring¬ 
ing  together  in  close  rivalry  three  theatres.  The  fierce  war 
between  the  two  operas  also  continued.  Farinelli,  under 
the  patronage  of  the  Prince  of  Wales  and  his  friends,  was 
singing  at  the  Opera  House  in  the  Haymarket;  while 
Handel,  belonging  to  the  King’s  party,  was  giving  operas 
and  oratorios  at  Rich’s  theatre  in  Covent  Garden.  There 
remained  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket  where  Field¬ 
ing  had  brought  out  his  ‘  ‘  Don  Quixote  in  England.  ’  ’  Since 
that  time  this  theatre  had  been  in  the  hands  of  a  company 
of  French  comedians  until  the  summer  of  1735,  when  it  was 
taken  by  the  younger  members  of  Drury  Lane  for  comedy 
and  farce,  twice  a  week.  These  young  players,  some  of 
whom  were  in  the  original  cast  of  ‘  ‘  Don  Quixote,  ’  ’  kept  up 
a  loose  organization  into  the  winter  of  1735-1736,  their  last 
play  being  Vanbrugh’s  “Aesop,”  which  was  performed 
on  February  20,  1736.  It  was  at  this  time  that  Fielding 
appeared  and  reorganized  them  into  “The  Great  Mogul’s 
Company  of  Comedians.”  Immediately  before  taking  this 
step  he  had  had  a  play — doubtless  “Pasquin” — rejected  by 
Rich  and  probably  by  Fleetwood  also.  According  to 
Thomas  Davies  the  bookseller,  who  was  then  associated  with 
the  actors  of  the  Haymarket,  Fielding  was  assisted  in  the 
management  by  his  old  friend  James  Ralph.  The  facetious 
title  that  Fielding  chose  for  his  company,  was  suggested  by 
the  fact  that  a  theatrical  manager,  owing  to  his  absolute 
power  to  accept  or  reject  plays,  was  known  as  the  Great 
Mogul.  Disgruntled  aspirants  for  the  stage  were  then 
applying  the  name  to  Theophilus  Cibber  in  succession  to 
his  father.  By  way  of  jest  Fielding  would  claim  for  himself 
the  honour  of  being  the  Great  Mogul  in  the  theatrical  world. 

Free  to  put  upon  the  stage  such  plays  as  he  wished  with¬ 
out  the  interference  of  a  Cibber,  Fielding  resumed  political 
satire  and  burlesque  where  he  had  left  it  in  his  “Don 
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Quixote.  ’  ’  That  play,  it  will  he  remembered,  was  inscribed 
to  Lord  Chesterfield,  who,  in  Fielding’s  phrase,  had  “so 
gloriously  distinguished  himself  in  the  cause  of  liberty.” 
Since  that  time  the  war  against  Walpole  had  drifted  on 
languidly,  with  occasional  flashes  of  fierceness ;  but  by  1736, 
fresh  blood  was  being  infused  into  the  Opposition,  or  the 
Country  Party,  as  it  was  then  commonly  called.  In  the 
House  of  Lords,  Chesterfield  found  an  able  supporter  in  the 
young  Duke  of  Bedford,  who  had  taken  his  seat  a  few  years 
before.  In  the  House  of  Commons,  the  position  of  Pulteney 
and  the  “Patriots”  was  greatly  strengthened  by  George 
Lyttelton  and  William  Pitt,  subsequently  Earl  of  Chatham, 
both  of  whom  were  returned  in  the  by-elections  of  1735. 
These  five  men,  uniting  round  the  Prince  of  Wales  as  a 
figurehead  against  the  King  and  Walpole,  were  for  the  time 
being  the  conspicuous  leaders  of  the  Country  Party.  With 
these  Patriots,  mostly  young  men  near  his  own  age,  Field¬ 
ing  joined  hands,  and  made  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Hay- 
market  an  organ  of  the  Opposition.  His  relations  with 
Pitt  and  Chesterfield  became  most  friendly,  with  Bedford 
and  Lyttelton  in  particular  they  became  intimate. 

As  political  satirist,  Fielding  assumed  the  name  of  Pas- 
quin  in  place  of  Scriblerus  Secundus,  which  he  had  used  in 
the  earlier  days.  It  was  an  old  tale  that  there  had  formerly 
been  at  Rome,  in  opposite  quarters  of  the  city,  statues  called 
Pasquin  and  Marforio,  to  which  people  by  way  of  thrust 
and  parry  were  accustomed  to  fasten  epigrams.  Pasquin 
brought  the  charge,  and  Marforio  made  the  reply  in  kind. 
In  Fielding’s  time  the  names  of  these  two  statues  were 
common  pseudonyms  among  political  pamphleteers.  A 
few  years  previously,  a  London  newspaper  bore  the  name 
of  Pasquin,  and  during  the  spring  of  1736  appeared  the 
anonymous  “Political  Dialogues  between  the  Statues  of 
Pasquin  and  Marforio,”  dedicated  to  “the  most  renowned 
modem  equilibrist,”  that  is,  to  Walpole.  In  his  new  role, 
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Fielding  announced  in  the  newspapers  for  Friday,  March 
5,  1736,  the  first  performance  of  “Pasquin.  A  Dramatick 
Satire  on  the  Times :  Being  the  Rehearsal  of  two  Plays,  vis. 
A  Comedy  call’d,  The  Election;  and  a  Tragedy  call’d,  The 
Life  and  Death  of  Common-Sense.”  The  advertisement 
concluded  with  several  facetious  notices : 

“N.  B.  Mr.  Pasquin  intending  to  lay  about  him  with 
great  Impartiality,  hopes  the  Town  will  all  attend,  and  very 
civilly  give  their  neighbours  what  the  [sic]  find  belongs 
to  ’em. 

“N.  B.  The  Cloaths  are  old,  but  the  Jokes  intirely  new. 

“N.  B.  All  Ladies  that  intend  to  be  present  during  the 
first  Run,  cannot  take  Places  too  early. 

“To  prevent  any  Interruption  in  the  Movement  of  the 
Persons  in  the  Drama  (some  of  whom  are  Machines)  no 
Person  whatever  can  possibly  be  admitted  behind  the 
scenes.”* 

The  scene  of  “Pasquin”  is  a  playhouse.  The  poet  Trap- 
wit  first  puts  into  rehearsal  a  burlesque  of  comedy,  and 
Fustian  follows  with  a  mock-tragedy.  It  is  as  if  an  audience 
were  entertained  with  “The  Author’s  Farce”  and  “Tom 
Thumb”  on  the  same  evening.  For  his  election  scenes 
Trapwit  seats  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  a  provincial 
town  round  a  table  in  deep  consultation  over  the  proper 
representatives  of  the  borough.  So  far  as  they  have  any 
political  principles,  they  are  in  favour  of  Sir  Harry  Fox- 
Chace  and  Squire  Tankard,  their  neighbours  and  the  candi¬ 
dates  of  the  Country  Party;  but  they  cannot  help  reflecting 
that  “a  man  who  lives  an  hundred  miles  off  may  be  as 
honest  as  him  who  lives  but  three.  ’  ’  While  they  are  in  this 
mood  the  candidates  of  the  Court  Party — Lord  Place  and 
Colonel  Promise — appear,  and  his  lordship  easily  wins 
them  over  by  a  civil  squeeze  of  the  hand : 

“Mayor.  My  Lord,  we  are  sensible  of  your  great  power 

*  “The  London  Daily  Post/’  Feb.  24,  1736. 
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to  serve  this  corporation ;  and  we  do  not  doubt  but  we  shall 
feel  the  effect  on’t. 

Lord  Place.  Gentlemen,  you  may  depend  on  me ;  I  shall 
do  all  in  my  power.  I  shall  do  you  some  services  which  are 
not  proper  at  present  to  mention  to  you ;  in  the  mean  time, 
Mr.  Mayor,  give  me  leave  to  squeeze  you  by  the  hand,  in 
assurance  of  my  sincerity. 

Trapwit.  You,  Mr.  that  act  my  Lord,  bribe  a  little  more 
openly  if  you  please,  or  the  audience  will  lose  that  joke,  and 
it ’s  one  of  the  strongest  in  my  whole  play. 

Lord  Place.  Sir,  I  cannot  possibly  do  it  better  at  the 
table. 

Trapwit.  Then  get  all  up,  and  come  forward  to  the  front 
of  the  stage.  Now,  you  gentlemen  that  act  the  Mayor  and 
Aldermen,  range  yourselves  in  a  line;  and  you,  my  Lord, 
and  the  Colonel,  come  to  one  end,  and  bribe  away  with  right 
and  left. 

Fustian.  Is  this  wit,  Mr.  Trapwit? 

Trapwit.  Yes,  Sir,  it  is  wit;  and  such  wit  as  will  run  all 
over  the  kingdom.  ’  ’ 

This  incident  of  direct  bribery  over,  Trapwit  clears  the 
stage  of  the  gentlemen  from  the  Court  in  order  to  make 
room  for  the  candidates  of  the  Country  Party,  who  are 
skilled  in  giving  the  indirect  bribe.  Sir  Harry,  suspecting 
what  has  just  happened,  persuades  the  Mayor  and  Aider- 
men  that  it  will  be  for  their  best  interests  in  the  long  run  to 
stick  to  the  Country  Party.  He  tells  them  that  he  is  going 
to  pull  down  his  old  house  and  build  a  new  one ;  that  he  must 
have  his  bricks  of  the  Mayor,  his  iron  of  one  of  the  Aider- 
men,  and  his  timber  of  another;  while  of  still  another  he 
orders  a  hundred  yards  of  silk  for  his  wife  to  hang  her 
rooms  with.  In  anticipation  of  the  time  when  Sir  Harry 
will  be  deep  in  their  books,  they  all  drink  to  ‘‘liberty  and 
property  and  no  excise”  until  they  are  as  drunk  as  they 
are  hoarse.  The  election  at  length  takes  place ;  and,  though 
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the  Mayor  votes  the  other  way,  Sir  Harry  Fox-Chace  and 
Colonel  Tankard  are  elected  by  a  clear  majority.  There¬ 
upon  the  Mayor  is  in  a  dreadful  state  of  mind,  knowing  that 
he  will  never  be  forgiven  by  Sir  Harry  for  voting  against 
him,  and  that  he  can  now  expect  nothing  from  the  Court. 
His  wife,  however,  saves  the  day  by  persuading  him  to 
return  the  defeated  candidates  as  duly  elected.  Lord  Place 
is  overwhelmed  by  the  favour  of  the  Mayoress,  and  Colonel 
Promise  in  gratitude  marries  her  daughter.  The  comedy 
thus  ends  pleasantly  in  the  prospect  of  a  contested  election, 
which  will  take  half  the  electors  and  their  wives  up  to  Lon¬ 
don  at  the  expense  of  the  candidates.  Whatever  the  result 
of  the  contest,  there  will  be  a  chance  to  see  once  more  the 
sights  of  the  town. 

With  less  strict  reference  to  party  politics,  “The  Elec¬ 
tion’ ’  contains  also  several  stretches  of  most  brilliant  dia¬ 
logue.  There  is  an  amusing  semi-political  quarrel  between 
Miss  Mayoress  and  Miss  Stitch,  who  derive  their  politics 
respectively  from  “The  Daily  Gazetteer”  and  “The  Crafts¬ 
man” — the  first  the  organ  of  Walpole,  and  the  second  the 
organ  of  the  Opposition.  In  her  passion  Miss  Stitch  by 
accident  tears  her  fan  and  is  appeased  by  the  promise  of  a 
new  one  from  Miss  Mayoress  on  condition  that  she  shall 
bring  her  sweetheart  over  to  vote  for  the  candidates  of  the 
Court  Party.  As  indicated  by  the  context,  this  incident  of 
the  fan  had  reference  to  the  disaffection  of  Lord  Hervey, 
popularly  known  as  Lord  Fanny,  who  had  been  persuaded 
by  the  Queen  to  desert  Pulteney  for  Walpole.  The  scene 
gave  Fielding  an  opportunity  to  pay  his  compliments  to 
4  4  The  Gazetteer,  ’  ’  which,  he  says,  the  Government  was  send¬ 
ing  through  the  kingdom  4 4 every  week  for  nothing”;  and 
the  garrulous  editor  in  the  pay  of  Walpole,  he  called  “an 
old  woman.”  On  the  other  hand,  Fielding  incidentally 
praised  the  newspapers  of  his  own  party,  and  referred  par¬ 
ticularly  to  a  contribution  of  Chesterfield’s  to  “Fog’s 
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Weekly  Journal”  for  January  17,  1736,  wherein  his  lord- 
ship  had  recently  described  the  King’s  army  as  “An  Army 
in  Waxwork.”  An  ignorant  elector  takes  literally  Chester¬ 
field’s  irony  and  offers  to  supply  the  Court  with  “a  most 
delicate  piece  of  black  wax”  for  a  chaplain  in  his  Majesty’s 
regiment. 

Neither  is  Colley  Cibber  forgotten.  In  publishing  his 
“Caesar  in  Egypt”  some  years  back,  Cibber  had  prefixed 
to  each  Act  a  motto  from  Lucan  as  a  summary  of  what  the 
Act  was  intended  to  teach.  So  Fielding,  in  burlesque  of 
him,  pretends  to  have  for  his  successive  scenes  a  moral  such 
as  “we  are  all  under  petticoat  government.”  The  current 
ridicule  of  the  laureate’s  odes  had  become  perhaps  a  trifle 
stale ;  but  no  one  else  ever  did  it  so  well  as  Fielding  in  the 
scene  where  a  rural  voter  asks  Lord  Place  for  a  position  at 
Court.  Here  is  the  conversation : 

“ Second  Voter.  My  Lord,  I  should  like  a  place  at  court 
too;  I  don’t  much  care  what  it  is,  provided  I  wear  fine 
clothes,  and  have  something  to  do  in  the  kitchen,  or  the 
cellar;  I  own  I  should  like  the  cellar,  for  I  am  a  devilish 
lover  of  sack. 

Lord  Place.  Sack,  say  you?  Odso,  you  shall  be  poet- 
laureat. 

Second  Voter.  Poet!  no,  my  Lord,  I  am  no  poet,  I  can’t 
make  verses. 

Lord  Place.  No  matter  for  that, — you’ll  be  able  to  make 
odes. 

Second  Voter.  Odes,  my  Lord!  what  are  those? 

Lord  Place.  Faith,  Sir,  I  can’t  tell  well  what  they  are; 
but  I  know  you  may  be  qualified  for  the  place  without  being 
a  poet.” 

With  scarce  an  interruption,  Trapwit’s  comedy  passes 
into  Fustian’s  tragedy,  partially  written  in  the  blank  verse 
of  Cibber’s  “Caesar  in  Egypt,”  and  fitted  up  with  a  dedi¬ 
cation,  mock  prologue  and  epilogue,  and  the  necessary 
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machinery  for  ghosts,  thunder,  and  lightning.  Fielding 
here  develops  a  rather  severe  arraignment  of  contemporary 
society  by  means  of  an  allegory  representing  a  contention 
between  Queen  Common-Sense  and  Queen  Ignorance,  which 
ends  in  an  open  fight  between  the  adherents  of  each. 
Almost  everybody  is  now  on  the  side  of  Ignorance,  though 
nearly  all  were  formerly  the  friends  of  Common-Sense. 
This  is  especially  true  of  the  professions.  Common-Sense 
says : 

Religion,  law  and  physic,  were  design’d 
By  heaven  the  greatest  blessings  on  mankind ; 

But  priests,  and  lawyers,  and  physicians  made 
These  general  goods  to  each  a  private  trade ; 

With  each  they  rob,  with  each  they  fill  their  purses, 

And  turn  our  benefits  into  our  curses. 

The  clergy,  forgetting  their  duties,  “groan  for  power,  and 
cry  out  after  honour  ’  ’ ;  the  lawyers  interpret  the  law  only 
for  the  benefit  of  gentlemen  able  to  pay  large  fees;  while 
physicians  are  enraged  at  Common-Sense  because  she 
recommends  water  gruel  instead  of  their  drops  and  pills. 
Thus  deserted  by  her  supporters  of  old,  Common-Sense  is 
stabbed  to  death  by  Firebrand,  the  priest  of  the  play;  but 
her  ghost  soon  afterwards  “rises  to  soft  music”  and 
frightens  Ignorance  and  her  train  from  the  stage.  While 
they  are  running  helter-skelter,  the  ghost  advances  to  pro¬ 
claim  the  moral: 

Here,  tho’  a  ghost,  I  will  my  power  maintain, 

And  all  the  friends  of  Ignorance  shall  find, 

My  ghost,  at  least,  they  cannot  banish  hence. 

And  all  henceforth,  who  murder  Common-Sense, 

Learn  from  these  scenes  that  tho’  success  you  boast, 

You  shall  at  last  be  haunted  with  her  ghost. 

Here  the  play  concludes  with  a  brief  conversation  between 
a  critic  at  the  rehearsal  and  the  author: 

“  Sneerw ell.  I  am  glad  you  make  Common-Sense  get  the 
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better  at  last ;  I  was  under  terrible,  apprehensions  for  your 
moral. 

Fustian.  Faith,  Sir,  this  is  almost  the  only  play  where 
she  has  got  the  better  lately.  .  .  .  ” 

Fustian’s  satire  was  aimed  in  part  at  the  kind  of  plays 
that  were  being  produced  at  the  rival  theatres,  especially 
by  J ohn  Rich  at  his  theatre  in  Covent  Garden.  It  is  in  the 
open  square  near  this  playhouse  that  Ignorance  marshals 
her  forces,  and  Common-Sense  is  given  her  quietus,  though 
her  ghost  survives  the  dagger;  for  we  may  kill  the  sub¬ 
stance  but  not  the  spirit  or  the  shadow  of  common  sense. 
On  the  same  spot,  too,  Tragedy  and  Comedy  were  slain 
earlier  in  the  play,  but  their  ghosts  rise  to  tell  the  tale. 
They  had  been  forced  to  give  way  to  the  favourites  of 
Ignorance — the  pantomimes  and  vaudeville  performances 
which  Rich  and  other  theatrical  managers  had  introduced 
as  afterpieces  to  the  regular  drama.  Sneerwell  the  critic 
asks  Fustian  why  “pantomimical  farces”  came  to  be  called 
“entertainments,”  and  receives  the  ironical  reply: 

“Faith,  Sir,  out  of  their  peculiar  modesty;  intimating 
that  after  the  audience  have  been  tired  with  the  dull  works 
of  Shakespear,  Johnson,  Vanbrugh,  and  others,  they  are  to 
be  entertain’d  with  one  of  these  pantomimes,  of  which  the 
master  of  the  play-house,  two  or  three  painters,  and  half  a 
score  dancing-masters  are  the  compilers :  what  these  enter¬ 
tainments  are,  I  need  not  inform  you  who  have  seen  ’em; 
but  I  have  often  wond’red  how  it  was  possible  for  any 
creature  of  human  understanding,  after  having  been  di¬ 
verted  for  three  hours  with  the  productions  of  a  great 
genius,  to  sit  for  three  more,  and  see  a  set  of  people  running 
about  the  stage  after  one  another,  without  speaking  one 
syllable.  ’  ’ 

The  satire  becomes  most  direct  when  Harlequin,  dressed 
perhaps  to  impersonate  Rich,  enters  to  swear  allegiance  to 
Ignorance,  bringing  with  him  a  catalogue  of  his  choicest 
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treasures  as  hostages — “ a  tall  man,”  “a  tall  woman,” 
‘ 1  two  dogs  that  walk  on  their  hind  legs  only,  ”  “  two  human 
cats,”  and  other  grotesque  substitutes  for  great  actors. 

Finally,  “Pasquin”  depicts  in  both  its  parts  the  humor¬ 
ous  incidents  connected  with  the  rehearsal  of  a  play.  The 
rehearsal  of  the  comedy  is  threatened  with  delay  because 
“the  author  was  arrested  as  he  was  going  home  from 
King’s  Coffee-house  .  .  .  for  upwards  of  four  pound”;  and 
a  player  remarks,  “I  suppose  he  will  hardly  get  bail.” 
Similarly  the  prompter  has  fears  for  the  gentleman  who  is 
to  play  the  first  ghost  in  the  tragedy  because  he  has  such 
“a  church-yard  cough”  that  he  cannot  be  heard  to  the 
middle  of  the  pit.  Again,  the  ghost  of  Common-Sense 
enters  in  the  wrong  place,  even  before  she  has  been  killed ; 
and  the  flour  must  be  wiped  from  her  face,  and  she  must  go 
back  to  make  ready  for  the  dagger  scene.  The  tragedy  is 
interrupted  by  the  arrest  of  Law,  and  Fustian  gets  into  a 
quarrel  with  one  of  the  actors.  All  this  fooling  leads  up  to 
Fustian’s  summary  of  an  author’s  troubles  in  bringing  out 
a  play : 

“These  little  things,  Mr.  Sneerwell,  will  sometimes 
happen.  Indeed  a  poet  undergoes  a  great  deal  before  he 
comes  to  his  third  night;  first  with  the  Muses,  who  are 
humorous  ladies,  and  must  be  attended ;  for  if  they  take  it 
into  their  head  at  any  time  to  go  abroad  and  leave  you,  you 
will  pump  your  brain  in  vain :  then,  Sir,  with  the  master  of 
a  play-house  to  get  it  acted,  whom  you  generally  follow  a 
quarter  of  a  year  before  you  know  whether  he  will  receive 
it  or  no;  and  then  perhaps  he  tells  you  it  won’t  do,  and  re¬ 
turns  it  you  again,  reserving  the  subject,  and  perhaps  the 
name,  which  he  brings  out  in  his  next  pantomime ;  but  if  he 
should  receive  the  play,  then  you  must  attend  again  to  get 
it  writ  out  into  parts,  and  rehears’d.  Well,  Sir,  at  last  the 
rehearsals  begin ;  then,  Sir,  begins  another  scene  of  trouble 
with  the  actors,  some  of  whom  don’t  like  their  parts,  and 
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all  are  continually  plaguing  you  with,  alterations :  at  length, 
after  having  waded  thro’  all  these  difficulties,  hig  play 
appears  on  the  stage,  where  one  man  hisses  out  of  resent¬ 
ment  to  the  author ;  a  second  out  of  dislike  to  the  house ;  a 
third  out  of  dislike  to  the  actor ;  a  fourth  out  of  dislike  to  the 
play;  a  fifth  for  the  joke  sake ;  a  sixth  to  keep  all  the  rest  in 
company.  Enemies  abuse  him,  friends  give  him  up,  the 
play  is  damn ’d,  and  the  author  goes  to  the  devil,  so  ends  the 
farce.” 

This  account  of  a  play’s  hard  journey  to  a  third  night  is 
a  sort  of  version  of  what  happened  to  “The  Universal 
Gallant”  the  year  before.  Trapwit  professes  to  fear  that 
the  same  fate  will  befall  the  new  play.  And  so  for  a  guinea 
in  the  hand,  he  offers  Sneerwell  a  crown  a  night  for  ‘  ‘  Pas- 
quin”  as  long  as  it  runs.  If  Fielding  made  that  bet  he  lost. 
By  the  time  “Pasquin”  was  published,  early  in  April,* 
it  had  been  performed  for  thirty  nights,  “to  crowded 
audiences,  with  universal  applause”;  and  it  went  on  con¬ 
tinuously  for  twenty  nights  more.  It  reached  its  sixtieth 
night,  the  author’s  benefit,  on  May  26,  and  was  thereafter 
frequently  performed  during  the  summer.  The  roles  of 
“the  contrasted  poets,”  Trapwit  and  Fustian,  were  taken 
by  John  Roberts,  then  reckoned  Fielding’s  best  man,  and 
James  Lacy,  who  later  became  associated  with  Garrick  as 
patentee  and  manager  of  Drury  Lane.  From  time  to  time, 
as  the  playbills  announced,  Fielding  made  minor  alterations 
in  the  speeches,  and  secured  for  the  twelfth  night  (Friday, 
March  19)  an  important  addition  to  his  company.  Up  to 
that  night,  the  role  of  Lord  Place  had  been  assigned  to 
Richard  Yates,  who  also  took  the  part  of  Law.  Ostensibly 
to  relieve  Yates  of  a  double  role  but  really  to  give  eclat  to 
the  performance,  Fielding  enticed  from  Drury  Lane,  on  the 
promise  of  four  guineas  a  week,  the  notorious  Mrs.  Char¬ 
lotte  Charke,  an  exceedingly  clever  impersonator  of  mas- 

*  Dates  and  playbills  are  given  in  “The  London  Daily  Post.” 
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online  characters — and,  to  add  to  the  piquancy  of  the  inci¬ 
dent,  a  daughter  of  Colley  Cibber.  She  was  not  on  very 
good  terms  with  either  her  father  or  her  brother,  and  she 
had  recently  quarrelled  with  Fleetwood.  Fielding  knew 
the  situation  and  made  the  most  of  it.  “Pasquin”  would 
have  had  its  long  run  without  Mrs.  Charke,  but  her  presence 
contributed  to  its  vast  success.  The  climax  in  her  perform¬ 
ance  of  Lord  Place  was,  of  course,  the  scene  from  which 
I  have  quoted,  where  she  ridicules  the  odes  of  her  father. 
There  was  never  an  audience  able  to  withstand  the  jest  of 
that  incident. 

No  play  since  “The  Beggar’s  Opera”  had  enjoyed  an 
immediate  run  of  sixty-odd  nights.  Performances  at  the 
other  theatres — Italian  opera  even — all  fell  into  the  back¬ 
ground,  and  managers  became  alarmed  at  the  severe  blow 
dealt  them  by  “Pasquin.”  “When  I  went  out  of  town  last 
autumn,”  Mrs.  Pendarves  wrote  to  Swift  over  in  Ireland, 
“the  reigning  madness  was  Farinelli;  I  find  it  now  turned 
on  ‘Pasquin,’  a  dramatic  satire  on  the  times.”*  “The 
Prompter”!  said  the  same  thing,  but  added:  “ Farinelli ’s 
benefit  has  pass’d,  without  an  article  mentioned  in  any 
paper,  of  a  single  present  made  him,”  whereas  in  other 
years  he  had  received  great  sums.  The  audience  that  de¬ 
serted  the  other  houses  for  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Hay- 
market  was  vividly  described  four  years  later  in  “An 
Apology  for  the  Life  of  Mr.  Theophilus  C[ibber].”  Who 
was  the  author  of  this  burlesque  autobiography  has  never 
been  determined.  Perhaps  it  was  written  in  irony  by  Field¬ 
ing  himself.  With  an  air  of  hostility,  it  is  said  of  Field¬ 
ing:  “He  drew  the  mob  [the  mob  of  fashion]  after  him 
from  Grosvenor,  Cavendish,  Hanover,  and  all  the  other 
fashionable  squares,  as  also  from  Pall  Mall,  and  the  Inns 

*  ‘  ‘  Autobiography  and  Correspondence  of  Mary  Granville,  Mrs.  Delany,  ’  ’ 
1861,  I,  554. 

f  April  2,  1736. 
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of  Court.  ...  It  could  not  but  regret  me  to  see  some 
noble  peers  and  gentlemen  I  bad  entertain’d  a  very  good 
opinion  of,  as  to  their  parts  and  capacities,  sitting  in  the 
side-boxes,  and  seemingly  delighted  with  the  perform¬ 
ance.”*  From  the  context  it  is  clear  that  among  those 
peers  and  gentlemen  were  the  leaders  of  the  Opposition, 
who  came  not  only  for  the  wit  and  humour  of  the  play  but 
to  encourage  a  burlesque  of  the  Walpole  Government. 

For  the  first  month  interest  centred  on  the  political 
scenes,  which  were  regarded  as  a  comic  version  of  what  had 
taken  place  at  the  last  general  election.  As  an  aid  to  those 
curious  of  the  exact  correspondences  between  the  play  and 
real  life,  someone  prepared  and  published  in  March  “A 
Key  to  Pasquin.  ’  ’  This  sixpenny  pamphlet,  of  which  no 
copy  seems  to  have  survived,  was  likely  a  humorous  rather 
than  a  serious  undertaking.  Critics  who  found  fault  with 
“Pasquin”  as  a  whole,  usually  excepted  the  bribery  pas¬ 
sages.  Fielding’s  old  enemy,  “The  Grub-street  Journal,” 
for  example,  though  still  inclining  to  censure  and  abuse, 
praised  his  unmasking  of  corrupt  politicians.  “The  surest 
way,  ’  ’  wrote  one  of  the  editors,  ‘  ‘  to  render  all  such  persons 
ridiculous,  and  consequently  despised,  is  to  introduce  them 
personated  upon  the  stage,  and  there  openly  acting  those 
vile  parts,  which  they  daily  act  in  a  more  clandestine  manner 
upon  the  stage  of  the  world.  This  the  Author  of  ‘Pasquin’ 
has  done ;  and  if  success  be  a  certain  sign  of  the  goodness  of 
a  dramatic  piece,  as  it  is  generally  taken  to  be;  the  prodi¬ 
gious  success  of  this  has  fixed  it  secure  beyond  the  attaques 
of  any  malicious  critic.”!  The  impartial  “Prompter” 
put  the  case  clearly  for  the  audience  by  saying  that  for  a 
time  Mr.  Trapwit’s  comedy  supported  Mr.  Fustian’s  trag¬ 
edy,  which  was  not  fully  understood  at  first,  some  calling 
it  ‘  ‘  stupid,  dull,  nonsensical.  ’  ’  But  by  April  people  began 

*  Edition  of  1740,  p.  92. 

t  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  April  22,  1736.  See  also  the  issue  for  May  6. 
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to  see  what  was  meant  by  the  mock-tragedy — ‘‘much  the 
finer  performance  of  the  two” — so  that  now  “it  supports 
the  comedy,  at  least  it  loses  nothing  by  coming  after  it.”* 

This  change  in  the  attitude  of  the  public  was  occasioned, 
according  to  “The  Prompter,”  by  “a  short,  humorous  ad¬ 
vertisement”  which  attracted  general  attention.  Of  Pas- 
quin’s  many  facetious  playbills,  “The  Prompter”  perhaps 
referred  to  the  one  for  the  benefit  of  the  actor  playing  the 
part  of  Fustian — which  occurred  on  April  6.  Hitherto 
Fielding  had  kept  the  comedy  to  the  front,  but  in  that  play¬ 
bill  he  brought  forward  the  tragedy — Mr.  Fustian  against 
Mr.  Trapwit.  The  last  paragraphs  of  the  playbill  show 
with  what  ready  humour  it  was  done : 

“Mr.  Fustian  desires  the  Audience  (notwithstanding  his 
Brother  Trapwit ’s  unfair  Advertisement  to  the  contrary) 
to  take  particular  Notice  of  the  Tragedy,  there  being  sev¬ 
eral  New  and  very  deep  Things  to  be  spoke  by  the  Ghost 
of  Tragedy,  if  the  Cock  does  not  crow  him  away  too  soon. 

“N.  B.  As  Mr.  Fustian  is  the  first  Poet  that  ever  cared  to 
own,  that  he  brought  Ignorance  upon  the  Stage,  he  hopes 
all  her  Friends  will  excuse  his  calling  in  particular  upon 
them,  and  favour  him  with  their  Company  along  with  the 
Friends  of  Common  Sense,  which  he  hopes  will  be  the 
F oundation  of  a  Coalition  of  Parties. 

“N.  B.  As  Mr.  Fustian  is  in  great  expectation  of  a  vast 
Demand  for  Places,  all  Ladies  and  Gentleman,  who  design 
to  do  him  the  Honour  of  their  company,  cannot  send  too 
soon;  he  hopes  the  Town  will  not  be  so  particular,  as  to 
break  thro  ’  a  custom  for  one  Night  only,  but  take  the  whole 
House  at  least  a  Fortnight  beforehand. 

“Particular  Care  will  be  taken  to  get  the  Thunder  and 
Lightning  in  Order.  ’  ’f 

An  advertisement  in  this  style  was  well  adapted  to  tickle 
the  ears  of  the  public  and  so  make  them  consider  more 

*  “The  Prompter,”  April  2.  t  “The  London  Daily  Post,”  March  29,  1736. 
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closely  Mr.  Fustian’s  satire  on  the  stage.  But  this  was  not 
all.  Without  doubt  ‘  ‘  Pasquin  ’  ’  underwent  many  alterations 
during  the  first  weeks  of  its  performance.  Fielding  gave, 
I  daresay,  a  sharper  and  more  personal  sting  to  his  denun¬ 
ciation  of  pantomimes  and  entertainments,  and  so  awakened 
the  anger  of  Eich,  whose  theatre  mainly  depended  upon 
these  spurious  dramatic  pieces.  Accepting  the  challenge  to 
a  quarrel,  the  manager  of  Covent  Garden  brought  out,  on 
April  10,  “Marforio,  A  Theatrical  Satyr,  being  a  Corni- 
Tragical  Farce  call’d  The  Critick  of  Taste;  or,  A  Tale  of  a 
Tub.”  It  was  an  afterpiece  to  Dryden’s  “All  for  Love.” 
In  this  way,  as  if  writing  a  political  satire,  Marforio  replied 
to  Pasquin,  his  “witty  brother.”  Though  Eich’s  play  was 
never  printed,  its  nature  may  be  inferred  from  the  title  and 
advertisements  in  the  newspapers.  Among  the  characters 
was  the  Great  Mogul — clearly  an  impersonation  of  Field¬ 
ing  himself,  who  was  charged  with  stealing  his  best  things 
from  Eich,  especially  the  idea  of  contrasting  the  two  poets, 
Trapwit  and  Fustian;  and  the  playbill  was  a  close  parody 
on  the  first  playbill  to  “Pasquin”  down  to  notices  like  this : 

“Mr.  Marforio  hopes  those  who  have  paid  a  Visit  to  his 
Brother  Pasquin,  will  not  refuse  him  the  same  Favour. 

“His  Clothes  are  as  Old,  and  the  Jokes  somewhat  more 
New. 

“All  Ladies  who  intend  to  be  present  during  the  first  Eun, 
are  desired  to  take  Places  for  the  first  Night,  lest  they 
never  may  have  such  another  Opportunity.”* 

Incidentally,  the  satire  included  some  of  Fielding’s  friends. 
The  sub-title,  “The  Critick  of  Taste,”  for  instance,  was 
levelled  at  Aaron  Hill,  the  principal  editor  of  “The 
Prompter,  ’  ’  who  was  brought  into  the  play  itself  under  the 
name  of  his  periodical,  along  with  Singlewit  and  Draw- 
cansir,  Tweedledum  and  Tweedledee,  the  Embryo  of 
Common-Sense  and  a  chorus  of  ghosts. 

*“The  London  Daily  Post,”  April  10,  1736. 
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“Marforio”  did  not  survive  the  first  night.  One  per¬ 
formance  and  the  rumours  of  the  previous  fortnight  were, 
however,  enough  to  arouse  Fielding  and  his  supporter 
Aaron  Hill.  On  April  8,*  Fielding  published  “Pasquin”  in 
anticipation  of  the  attack  upon  it;  and  the  following  day 
“The  Prompter”  protested  against  the  forthcoming  satire 
of  so  excellent  a  play  and  the  ridicule  of  a  periodical  whose 
purpose  was  to  cultivate  good  taste  in  actors  and  the  audi¬ 
ence.  The  next  morning  Rich  replied  with  spirit  in  “The 
Daily  Post,”  disclaiming  any  intention  of  doing  injustice 
to  the  author  of  “Pasquin”  that  night,  though  he  would 
perhaps  take  ‘  ‘  a  little  liberty  with  him.  ’  ’  Already,  we  see 
by  “The  Prompter”  of  April  2,  Fielding  had  begun  a  new 
farce,  which,  doubtless  aimed  at  Rich  from  the  first,  he 
now  turned  hotly  against  him.  Since  the  beginning  of 
March,  the  company  at  Drury  Lane  had  been  frequently 
playing  as  an  afterpiece  a  pantomime  entertainment  in 
which  Rich  bore  a  hand,  called  ‘  ‘  The  Fall  of  Phaeton.  ’  ’  It 
was  a  poor  thing  founded  upon  the  old  Greek  myth,  but  had 
succeeded  very  well  owing  to  novel  machinery  invented  by 
Mr.  Pritchard,  some  good  music  by  Master  Arne,  and 
the  charm  of  Mrs.  Clive  as  Clymene.  Fielding  seized  upon 
the  piece  for  a  slight  but  very  funny  parody,  which  he 
named  “Tumble-Down  Dick:  or,  Phaeton  in  the  Suds.  A 
Dramatick  Entertainment  of  Walking,  in  Serious  and 
Foolish  Characters :  Interlarded  with  Burlesque,  Grotesque, 
Comick  Interludes,  Call’d,  Harlequin  A  Pick-Pocket  .  .  . 
Being  (’tis  hop’d)  the  last  Entertainment  that  will  ever 
be  exhibited  on  any  Stage.  ’  ’  The  parody  followed  exactly 
the  current  type  of  pantomime,  in  which  scenes  among  the 
Greek  gods  alternated  with  the  tricks  of  Harlequin — a  sort 
of  seesaw  between  the  serious  and  the  comic,  or,  in  Field¬ 
ing’s  phrase,  between  “the  duller”  and  “the  dullest.” 

Fielding  got  his  burlesque  effects  in  the  so-called  serious 

*“The  Grub-street  Journal,”  April  8,  1736. 
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parts  by  reducing  the  divinities  to  the  state  of  vulgar 
mortals.  Phoebus  becomes  the  leader  of  the  London  watch, 
with  his  throne  in  a  roundhouse  instead  of  a  temple ;  while 
Clymene  is  an  oyster-wench  who  has  had  an  intrigue  with 
him.  Their  son  Phaeton  obtains  permission  of  his  father  to 
carry  a  lantern  for  one  night ;  and,  like  some  other  watch¬ 
men,  falls  asleep  in  a  wheelbarrow,  tumbles  out  and  leaves 
the  town  in  darkness.  For  a  dance  of  the  Hours  and  the 
Seasons  in  the  Drury  Lane  play,  is  substituted  a  jig  by  a 
group  of  rakes  and  loose  women  at  King’s  Coffee-House. 
In  the  comic  parts,  Harlequin — that  is,  Rich  himself — is 
transformed  into  a  thief,  who  picks  a  play  out  of  a  poet’s 
pocket,  in  allusion  to  the  charge  sometimes  brought  against 
Rich  of  rejecting  a  comedy  and  afterwards  appropriating 
the  plot  for  an  entertainment  of  his  own.  Rich  is  elsewhere 
many  times  hit  hard,  as  when  Fielding  accuses  him  of 
cutting  out  the  first  and  fifth  Acts  of  “Othello”  in  order 
to  make  room  for  a  pantomime  as  afterpiece,  or  when  Jupi¬ 
ter  describes  him  as  the  grandson  of  an  ass,  who  has 
“turned  all  nature  topsy-turvy.”  The  curtain  falls  upon  a 
scene  representing  the  stages  of  Covent  Garden  and  Drury 
Lane  side  by  side;  the  managers,  Rich  and  Fleetwood, 
appear  along  with  young  Cibber  and  the  rest  of  the  players, 
all  of  whom  mount  a  cart  and  sing  the  praises  of  pantomime 
to  the  tune  of  ‘  ‘  The  Abbot  of  Canterbury.  ’  ’ 

“Tumble-Down  Dick”  was  cleverly  adjusted  to  “Pas- 
quin”  as  a  rehearsal  in  continuation  of  that  double  play. 
Here  again  appear  Mr.  Fustian  and  Mr.  Sneerwell  the 
critic,  to  whom  the  composer,  called  Mr.  Machine,  explains 
the  significance  of  the  action  scene  by  scene.  A  characteris¬ 
tic  touch  of  humour  is  where  Machine  corrects  the  Drury 
Lane  pronunciation  of  Clymene,  saying  that  they  call 
her,  as  they  actually  did,  Clymene  over  there,  whereas  it 
should  be  Clymene ;  and  again  where  an  old  schoolmistress 
is  teaching  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who  afterwards  plays 
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Harlequin,  liow  to  spell.  “Sir,”  remarks  Machine  to  Fus¬ 
tian,  “the  Justice  is  a  very  ingenious  man,  and  a  very  great 
scholar,  but  happen’d  to  have  the  misfortune  in  his  youth 
never  to  learn  to  read.”  The  jest  lay  in  the  fact  that  Rich 
was  notoriously  illiterate. 

It  took  Fielding  a  full  month  to  write,  rehearse,  and  bring 
out  “Tumble-Down  Dick.”  Definitely  announced  a  day  or 
two  after  the  performance  of  “Marforio,”  it  did  not  reach 
the  stage  until  April  29,*  when  it  formed  the  afterpiece  to 
“Pasquin.”  The  delay  was  caused  by  the  excitement  and 
celebrations  connected  with  the  marriage  of  the  Prince  of 
Wales  to  Princess  Augusta  of  Saxe-Gotha,  which  occurred 
on  April  26.  In  fact  Fielding  had  to  close  his  theatre  on 
several  nights,  while  for  two  weeks  “people  of  quality” 
crowded  Drury  Lane,  where  their  Royal  Highnesses  twice 
occupied  a  box  ornamented  with  great  splendour.  The 
afterpiece  at  Drury  Lane  was  “The  Fall  of  Phaeton,” 
which,  in  the  concluding  speeches  of  Jupiter  and  Phaeton, 
clearly  pointed  to  the  reconciliation  between  King  George 
and  his  rash  and  undutiful  son.  At  the  first  opportunity, 
Fielding  thrust  in  his  “ Tumble-Down  Dick,”  with  Mrs. 
Charke  in  the  role  of  Clymene,  in  rivalry  with  Mrs.  Clive’s 
Clymene  at  the  royal  theatre.  The  royal  marriage  over, 
the  farce  had  a  good  run,  with  “Pasquin”  and  other  plays, 
to  the  end  of  the  season.  On  the  day  of  its  first  perform¬ 
ance,  it  was  published  with  a  mock  dedication  to  “Mr.  John 
Lun,  vulgarly  call’d  Esquire” — Lun  being  the  name  under 
which  Rich  played  Harlequin  and  “the  Squire”  being  his 
familiar  title  about  town.  As  a  piece  of  ironical  invective 
it  would  he  hard  to  surpass  this  dedication  to  a  great  man 
who,  owing  to  his  “heels”  or  his  “head,”  had  invented  or 
brought  into  fashion  pantomime  entertainments  without 
any  aid  from  common  sense.  Fielding  thanks  him  for  re¬ 
jecting  a  play  of  his  last  winter  and  for  bringing  out  “Mar- 

*  ‘  ‘  The  London  Daily  Post,  ’  ’  April  28,  1736. 
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f orio,  ’  ’  which  served  only  to  confirm* the  town  in  its  applause 
of  “Pasquin.”  He  enlarges  upon  Lun’s  “wit  and  other 
perfections,”  best  known  to  those  best  acquainted  with 
them ;  and  concludes  abruptly,  lest  the  dedicator,  in  pleasing 
himself,  should  offend  by  expatiating  further  upon  the 
“great  endowments”  of  a  genius  distinguished  above  all 
others  for  his  modesty. 

In  the  war  on  Rich  and  the  harlequinades  which  under 
his  influence  had  invaded  the  other  theatres,  Fielding  re¬ 
ceived  assistance  from  his  friends.  First,  as  we  have  seen, 
there  was  “The  Prompter,”  disguising  Aaron  Hill,  and 
to  a  less  degree  William  Popple,  afterwards  Governor  of 
the  Bermudas.  Their  neatest  compliment  I  have  passed 
by.  Early  in  the  previous  dramatic  season  they  had  in¬ 
serted  in  their  periodical  an  advertisement  offering  a 
reward  to  anyone  who  should  seize  and  deliver  into  the 
hands  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  “a  lean,  ragged,  uncurried, 
creature,  call’d  Common  Sense,”  who  had  been  hunted  out 
of  the  London  theatres  and  was  then  “lurking  in  some 
private  and  remote  part  of  the  country.  ’  ’  Subsequently  an 
assumed  correspondent  calling  himself  “Verax”  informed 
the  editors  that  he  had  discovered  Common  Sense  straying 
about  the  country,  but  that  he  was  resolved  to  keep  her  out 
of  town  until  the  theatres  were  once  more  worthy  to  receive 
her.  After  seeing  “Pasquin”  Mr.  Prompter  became  con¬ 
vinced  that  “Verax”  was  none  other  than  “Mr.  F — d — g,” 
who,  after  a  year  in  the  country,  had  come  up  to  London, 
bringing  with  him  the  said  stray,  Common  Sense,  and 
restoring  her  to  her  former  glories.  “A  gentleman,  under 
the  disadvantage  of  a  very  bad  house,  with  scarce  an  actor, 
and  at  a  very  little  expense,  by  the  single  power  of  satire, 
wit,  and  common  sense,”  it  was  said,  “has  been  able  to  run  a 
play  on  for  twenty-four  nights,  which  is  now  but  beginning 
to  rise  in  the  opinion  of  the  town.”* 

*  “The  Prompter,”  Nov.  29,  1734,  and  April  2,  1736. 
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At  the  same  time  Hogarth  supplied  a  ticket  for  the 
benefit  given  to  John  Roberts  as  Trap  wit  on  April  5.  He 
chose  for  his  scene  the  murder  of  Common  Sense  in  the  fifth 
Act  of  “Pasquin.”  This,  however,  is  not  half  the  story; 
and  all  of  it  is  worth  telling.  A  rumour  became  current 
that  “the  great  Mr.  Pope”  attended  that  benefit.  A  gentle¬ 
man  who  claimed  that  he  saw  him  there  sent  some  verses  on 
the  occasion  to  “The  Grub-street  Journal”  for  April  8, 
prefaced  by  a  sentence  or  two  in  which  Fielding  or  Common 
Sense — it  is  left  ambiguous — is  made  to  say:  “I  was 
mightily  pleased  to  see  the  greatest  poet  of  this  age  applaud 
me  there.”  Subsequently  the  editor  twice  denied  the 
rumour  on  the  authority,  it  was  implied,  of  Pope  himself.* 
The  author  of  the  verses,  the  editor  went  on  to  say,  was 
probably  some  scribbler  who  does  not  know  Mr.  Pope  when 
he  sees  him.  So  it  remains  uncertain  whether  Pope  ever 
honoured  “Pasquin”  with  his  presence.  The  rumour 
nevertheless  persisted  and  was  accepted  by  an  unknown  but 
rather  clever  artist,  who  redrew  Hogarth’s  benefit  ticket 
to  ‘  ‘  Pasquin,  ’  ’  putting  in  many  new  figures  and  among  them 
Pope  as  a  spectator.  This  print,  often  erroneously  attrib¬ 
uted  to  Hogarth  himself,  represents  the  interior  of  the 
Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket  just  before  the  curtain 
falls  on  the  last  scene  of  ‘  ‘  Pasquin.  ’  ’  The  stage  is  crowded 
with  the  characters  of  the  play  intermixed  with  the  dancers, 
singers,  rope-walkers,  jugglers,  and  contortionists  of  popu¬ 
lar  entertainments.  In  the  centre  of  the  group  stands 
Queen  Ignorance  in  fool’s  cap  and  ass’s  ears,  singing  or 
declaiming;  and  by  her  side  stands  “the  tall  man,”  near 
whom  a  knock-kneed  singer — Farinelli  perhaps — is  falling 
backward  as  if  fainting  or  expiring  at  the  conclusion  of  his 
song.  In  front  are  three  dogs  walking  on  their  hind  legs 
and  two  cats  quarrelling,  while  down  in  one  corner  Punch, 
resting  on  one  knee  with  bellows  between  his  hands,  is 

*“The  Grub-street  Journal/  ’  April  15  and  29,  1736. 
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blowing  into  flame  tbe  works  of  Ben  Jonson,  Shakespeare, 
Rowe,  Congreve,  and  Pasquin.  Common  Sense,  in  disgust 
with  it  all,  is  just  leaving  the  stage  when  the  Priest  of  the 
Sun  stabs  her  over  the  shoulder.  In  the  side-boxes  ladies 
and  gentlemen  are  all  standing  ready  to  depart  but  taking 
a  last  look  at  the  strange  performance.  Among  them,  a 
little,  high-shouldered  man  in  cocked  hat — Pope  surely — 
with  his  back  to  the  stage  remarks,  as  he  is  leaving,  to  his 
companion,  supposed  to  be  Lord  Chesterfield:  “There  is 
no  whitewashing  this  stuff.  ’  ’  A  ribbon  over  the  stage  bears 
the  motto,  “Vivetur  Stultitia”;  and  below  the  design  are 
verses  quoted  from  “Pasquin.”* 

The  immense  success  of  “Pasquin”  kept  Fielding  in  high 
spirits,  as  may  be  seen  from  his  playbills  and  advertise¬ 
ments.  Pit  and  front  boxes  he  often  announced  would  be 
put  together  at  five  shillings  a  seat  by  ‘  ‘  the  particular  desire 
of  several  ladies  of  quality,  ’  ’  and  although  the  capacity  of 
his  theatre  was  unequal  to  the  crowds  asking  admission,  he 
could  insert  in  the  newspapers  a  notice  like  this  concerning 
a  benefit  night : 

“As  there  is  little  Hope  of  a  great  Demand  of  Tickets,  or 
Places  for  that  Evening,  the  Doors  will  be  open’d  by  Six 
o  ’Clock  in  the  Morning,  and  constant  Attendance  the  whole 

*  F.  G.  Stephens  and  E.  Hawkins,  ‘ 1  Catalogue  of  Prints  and  Drawings  in  the 
British  Museum,”  No.  2466.  Two  or  three  remarks  on  this  paragraph  have 
become  necessary  owing  to  an  attack  on  the  genuineness  of  the  Hogarth  ticket 
by  Mr.  Paul  de  Castro  in  “Notes  and  Queries”  for  March  10,  1917.  Samuel 
Ireland,  in  his  “Graphic  Illustrations  of  Hogarth”  (London,  1794,  I,  130), 
says  that  the  original  ticket  had  in  Fielding’s  own  hand  the  inscription: 
“Tuesday,  April  25,  Boxes.”  The  inscription  may  be  set  down  at  once  as  a 
forgery.  The  handwriting  does  not  resemble  Fielding’s.  April  25  fell  upon 
a  Sunday.  The  ticket  was  engraved  for  Roberts’s  ( not  Fielding’s)  benefit  on 
Monday,  April  5.  In  announcing  the  benefit,  “The  London  Daily  Post”  for 
April  3  described  the  ticket  ‘  ‘  representing  the  Murder  of  Common  Sense,  ’  ’  but 
did  not  give  the  name  of  the  artist.  Still  he  was  probably  Hogarth.  See  H.  B. 
Wheatley,  “Hogarth’s  London,”  1905,  p.  335.  The  second  print,  though 
ascribed  to  Hogarth  by  Ireland,  is  only  an  imitation. 
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Day  given,  for  fear  any  Application  shou’d  be  made  for 
either.  ’  ’ 

At  other  times  his  audience  was  gravely  warned  against  the 
cheats  of  dishonest  doorkeepers;  and  full  directions  were 
given  to  the  ladies,  that  they  might  avoid  waiting  at  the 
entrance  of  his  theatre  and  easily  reach  their  seats  without 
disturbance.  When  summer  approached,  the  public  was  in¬ 
formed  that  his  theatre  “is  much  the  coolest  house  in  town.” 
His  generosity — and  how  tine  it  is ! — appears  in  several 
benefits  at  the  Haymarket  for  persons  in  distress,  one  of 
which  was  for  a  young  woman  “of  virtue  and  of  family,” 
whose  father,  an  officer  in  the  army,  had  lost  his  life  at 
Gibraltar  and  whose  mother  had  subsequently  died.  This 
gentlewoman  in  unhappy  circumstances  was  the  daughter 
of  General  Nugent,  who  had  commanded  a  regiment  in 
Flanders  at  the  time  Edmund  Fielding  was  serving  there 
as  a  captain.* 

As  the  season  advanced,  Fielding  occasionally  brought 
out  other  pieces  than  his  own,  though  there  was  rarely  a 
night  when  “Pasquin”  or  “Tumble-Down  Dick”  did  not 
form  one  of  the  two  plays  acted.  Late  in  March,  he  put  in 
rehearsal  a  play  by  Ralph  called  “The  Astrologer,”  but 
owing  to  “the  prodigious  run  of  ‘Pasquin,’  ”  it  was  indefi¬ 
nitely  deferred,  and  Ralph  had  to  accept  in  place  of  its 
performance  a  benefit  with  “Pasquin”  as  the  sole  play. 
Once  Fielding  revived  “Tom  Thumb”;  and  once  Henry 
Carey’s  imitation  of  it — “Chrononhotonthologos,”  some¬ 
times  erroneously  ascribed  to  Fielding — along  with  the 
same  author’s  “Wonder,  or  an  Honest  Yorkshireman,”  a 
popular  ballad-opera.  There  were  also  several  new  plays, 
such  as  Elizabeth  Cooper’s  “The  Nobleman”;  the  anony¬ 
mous  “Sailor’s  Wife,  or  the  Deferred  Wedding,”  a  ballad- 
opera;  Robert  Drury’s  “Temple  Rake,  or  the  Rival  Mil- 

*  “The  London  Daily  Post,”  May  25,  1736.  See  also  iseues  for  March  8,  15, 
April  3,  and  May  27. 
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liners,”  which  had  been  tried  the  year  before;  the  anony¬ 
mous  “Female  Rake,  or  Modern  Fine  Lady,”  taking  its 
cue  from  Pope’s  well-known  line — “But  every  woman  is  at 
heart  a  rake”;  and  “The  Rival  Captains,  or  the  Imposter 
Unmasked,”  written,  it  seems,  by  Thomas  Phillips,  a  young 
“gentleman,”  whose  masque  “Love  and  G-lory ”  had  been 
performed  at  Drury  Lane  two  years  before.  Of  these  new 
plays  none  but  “The  Rival  Milliners”  and  “The  Female 
Rake”  was  ever  printed.  Something,  however,  is  also 
known  of  “The  Rival  Captains”  from  the  playbills*  It  was 
a  short  ballad-opera  containing  a  number  of  songs  by  the 
author  of  “Bacchus  one  day  gayly  striding,”  and  “When 
Fanny  blooming  fair.” 

Quite  different  from  these  trifles  was  Lillo’s  “Fatal 
Curiosity,”  which  Fielding’s  company  performed  just  as 
the  season  was  closing.  In  1731  George  Lillo,  a  London 
jeweller,  had  suddenly  come  into  fame  with  a  bourgeois 
tragedy  at  Drury  Lane  entitled  “The  London  Merchant;  or, 
the  History  of  George  Barnwell,”  which  tells  the  story  of 
the  temptation,  fall,  and  ultimate  fate  of  a  London  appren¬ 
tice  on  the  gallows.  Before  the  play  was  printed,  the 
Queen  sent  to  the  theatre  for  a  copy  of  the  manuscript, 
which  Mr.  Wilks  carried  out  to  her  at  Hampton  Court. 
Subsequently  “Their  Majesties  and  the  entire  royal 
family”  attended  a  performance.*  “The  London  Mer¬ 
chant”  was  not  only  a  great  dramatic  success,  hut  it  marked 
an  epoch  in  English  dramatic  history  in  that  it  brought 
tragedy  down  to  common  life.  But  Lillo’s  second  serious 
venture,  “The  Christian  Hero,”  performed  at  Drury  Lane 
in  1735,  had  nearly  failed.  He  now  came  forward  with  a 
third  tragedy,  more  in  line  with  his  first.  A  poor  old  man 
and  his  wife  living  at  Penryn  in  Cornwall  murder  for  his 
wealth  their  guest,  who  turns  out  to  be  their  son,  whom  they 
did  not  recognize,  just  back  from  India  after  a  long  absence. 

*  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  July  8  and  Nov.  4,  1731. 
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While  the  son  is  sleeping,  his  mother  opens  a  casket  of 
jewels  which  he  has  entrusted  to  her.  That  is  “the  fatal 
curiosity”  which  leads  to  murder,  remorse,  and  suicide. 
Evidently  repulsed  at  the  other  theatres  owing  to  the  fail¬ 
ure  of  “The  Christian  Hero,”  Lillo  made  advances  to 
Fielding,  who  took  “the  plain  and  simple”  tradesman 
under  his  protection  and  became  greatly  interested  in  him. 
When  Lillo  died,  Fielding  paid  him  a  tine  tribute  in  “The 
Champion  ’  ’ : 

“His  Fatal  Curiosity,  which  is  a  Masterpiece  in  its  Kind, 
and  inferior  only  to  Shakspeare’s  best  Pieces,  gives  him  a 
Title  to  be  call’d  the  best  Tragic  Poet  of  his  Age;  but  this 
was  the  least  of  his  Praise,  he  had  the  gentlest  and  honestest 
Manners,  and  at  the  same  Time,  the  most  friendly  and 
obliging.  .  .  .  He  had  the  Spirit  of  an  old  Roman,  joined  to 
the  innocence  of  a  primitive  Christian ;  he  was  content  with 
his  little  State  of  Life,  in  which  his  excellent  Temper  of 
Mind,  gave  him  an  Happiness  beyond  the  Power  of 
Riches.  ...  In  short  he  was  one  of  the  best  of  Men.”* 

Lillo ’s  new  tragedy,  then  called  “Guilt  its  own  Punish¬ 
ment  ;  or  Fatal  Curiosity,  ’  ’  was  first  performed  at  the  Hay- 
market  on  May  27,  1736, f  with  “Tumble-Down  Dick”  as 
the  second  piece.  Mrs.  Charke  and  John  Roberts  appeared 
in  the  roles  of  the  curious  old  woman  and  her  husband, 
while  Thomas  Davies,  ambitious  to  become  an  actor,  took 
the  part  of  the  murdered  son.  Davies,  who  afterwards 
edited  Lillo ’s  works,  commented  in  his  biographical  sketch 
upon  “the  great  politeness  and  friendship”  with  which 
Fielding  treated  Lillo,  so  far  beneath  him  in  rank.  The 
manager  not  only  instructed  “the  actors  how  to  do  justice 
to  their  parts,”  but  he  revised  the  tragedy  and  wrote  the 
prologue.:}:  If  it  would  be  too  hazardous  to  select  from  the 

*  “Index  to  the  Times,”  in  “The  Champion,”  Feb.  26,  1739-40. 

t  “The  London  Daily  Post,”  May  27,  1736. 

t  ‘  ‘  The  Life  of  George  Lillo,”  prefixed  to  his  “Works,”  2  vols.,  London, 
1775,  I,  xv-xviii. 
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play  lines  or  passages  which  Fielding  may  have  written,  we 
may  quote  the  prologue,  all  Fielding’s  own,  which  is  most 
interesting  for  his  view  of  tragedy  and  the  reference  to  his 
little  theatre : 

The  tragic  Muse  has  long  forgot  to  please 
With  Shakespear’s  nature,  or  with  Fletcher’s  ease: 

No  passion  mov’d,  thro’  five  long  Acts  you  sit, 

Charm’d  with  the  poet’s  language,  or  his  wit. 

Fine  things  are  said,  no  matter  whence  they  fall ; 

Each  single  character  might  speak  them  all. 

But  from  this  modem  fashionable  way, 

To  night,  our  author  begs  your  leave  to  stray. 

No  fustian  hero  rages  here  to  night ; 

No  armies  fall,  to  fix  a  tyrant’s  right: 

From  lower  life  we  draw  our  scene ’s  distress : 

— Let  not  your  equals  move  your  pity  less ! 

Virtue  distrest  in  humble  state  support ; 

Nor  think,  she  never  lives  without  the  Court. 

Tho  ’  to  our  scenes  no  royal  robes  belong, 

And  tho’  our  little  stage  as  yet  be  young, 

Throw  both  your  scorn  and  prejudice  aside; 

Let  us  with  favour,  not  contempt  be  try’d; 

Thro’  the  first  Acts  a  kind  attention  lend, 

The  growing  scene  shall  force  you  to  attend ; 

Shall  catch  the  eyes  of  every  tender  fair, 

And  make  them  charm  their  lovers  with  a  tear. 

The  lover  too  by  pity  shall  impart 

His  tender  passion  to  his  fair  one ’s  heart : 

The  breast  which  others  anguish  cannot  move, 

Was  ne’er  the  seat  of  friendship,  or  of  love. 

“Fatal  Curiosity” — the  tragedy  is  commonly  known  by 
this  title — ran  continuously,  omitting  of  course  a  Sunday, 
for  six  nights,  with  either  “Tumble-Down  Dick”  or  “The 
Rival  Captains”  for  a  comic  afterpiece.  With  the  sixth 
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performance,  on  June  2,  the  season  closed.  Fielding,  how¬ 
ever,  remained  in  London  for  some  weeks,  long  enough  to 
see  his  company  well  on  into  the  summer  season,  which 
opened  at  the  Haymarket  on  June  7  with  “Pasquin.” 
From  this  time  on  until  the  first  part  of  August,  the  Great 
Mogul’s  Company  gave  performances  two  or  three  times 
a  week.  The  plays  most  often  acted  were  “Pasquin,” 
“Fatal  Curiosity,”  and  “The  Rival  Captains.”  On  July 
30  were  performed  Aaron  Hill’s  “Fatal  Extravagance” 
and  Drury’s  “Temple  Rake”  for  the  benefit  of  Thomas 
Odell,  playwright  and  formerly  proprietor  of  the  theatre 
in  Goodman’s  Fields.  “The  Beggar’s  Opera”  was  revived 
for  two  or  more  nights — first  on  June  26  with  “The  Mock 
Doctor,”  and  again  on  August  2  with  a  new  farce  entitled 
“The  Deposing  and  Death  of  Queen  Gin,  with  the  Ruin  of 
Duke  Rum,  Marquee  de  Nantz,  and  the  Lord  Sugarcane.” 
Mrs.  Charke  played  the  Captain  Macheath  of  Gay’s  opera — 
a  part  in  which  she  must  have  succeeded  as  well  as  in  Lord 
Place. 

“The  Deposing  and  Death  of  Queen  Gin”  is  a  rather 
slight  but  very  funny  piece  in  blank  verse — there  are  only 
two  scenes  of  it — occasioned  by  the  so-called  Gin  Act  which 
Parliament  had  passed  at  the  last  session,  imposing  a  duty 
of  twenty  shillings  a  gallon  on  spirituous  liquors  and  re¬ 
quiring  a  licence  of  fifty  pounds  to  sell  them.  Though  the 
law  was  not  to  go  into  effect  until  Michaelmas,  the  poorer 
classes  of  London  were  agitated  over  the  measure  and  were 
preparing  to  resist  the  attempt  to  raise  the  price  of  their 
favourite  beverage.  In  the  midst  of  this  excitement,  the 
farce  was  put  on  at  the  Haymarket  and  published  as  a  six¬ 
penny  pamphlet.  In  a  brandy-shop,  Queen  Gin  takes  her 
last  drop  and  expires  amid  a  crowd  of  men  and  women 
noisy  over  their  cups.  This  “heroic-comi-tragical  farce,” 
as  it  was  called,  purports  to  have  been  written  by  “Jack 
Juniper,  a  distiller’s  apprentice,  just  turn’d  poet,”  who 
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adds  a  preface,  saying  that  he  sees  no  reason  why  a  dis¬ 
tiller’s  apprentice  may  not  succeed  in  the  drama,  since 
learning,  knowledge,  and  genius  are  no  longer  necessary  to 
success,  but  only  the  approval  of  “a  Certain  Gentleman  in 
Power” — Sir  Robert  Walpole.  The  farce  is  of  interest  not 
only  as  an  echo  of  “The  Life  and  Death  of  Tom  Thumb  the 
Great,  ’  ’  but  as  an  intimation  that  the  manager  of  the  Hay- 
market  lent  assistance  to  other  friends  besides  Lillo. 

Fielding’s  first  year  as  manager  was  a  signal  triumph. 
His  wares  scorned  at  the  royal  playhouses,  he  took  the 
smallest  theatre  in  London,  formed  and  trained  his  own 
company,  and  in  brilliant  war  against  political  corruption, 
pantomime,  and  Italian  opera,  drew  the  town  away  from  his 
rivals.  That  the  enterprise  was  profitable  is  implied  in  his 
dedication  of  “Tumble-Down  Dick”;  and  Mrs.  Charke  long 
looked  back  to  her  engagement  with  Fielding  as  her  fat 
season.  “At  my  benefit,”  she  says,  “I  cleared  sixty 
guineas ;  and  walked  with  my  purse  in  my  hand  ’till  my 
stock  was  exhausted,  .  .  .  squandering  what  might  have 
made  many  a  decayed  family  truly  happy. ”*  Fielding’s 
benefits  were  numerous,  and  there  were  also  his  profits  as 
manager.  As  “Pasquin”  rose  in  popularity,  he  raised  the 
price  of  tickets,  so  that  a  full  house,  when  boxes  and  pit 
were  thrown  together,  meant  much  more  than  sixty 
guineas  a  night  from  the  entire  sale.  To  the  outsider  it 
looked  as  if  guineas  rained  upon  him,  and  he  had  but  to 
stretch  out  his  hands  for  them.  This  view  was  depicted  in 
an  anonymous  print  which  appeared  when  “Pasquin”  was 
running  at  its  height.  The  friendly  cartoon  bears  the  title : 
‘  ‘  The  Judgment  of  the  Queen  o  ’  Common  Sense.  Address ’d 
to  Henry  Fielding  Esq.”  On  a  dais  in  the  centre  of  the 
stage  stands  Common  Sense,  who  is  pouring  from  a  bag  in 
her  right  hand  gold  into  the  lap  of  Harry  Fielding  who 
kneels  before  her.  Behind  him  stand  an  actor  and  actress — 

‘“Narrative  of  the  Life  of  Mrs.  Charlotte  Charke,”  1755,  pp.  63-66. 
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Mr.  Roberts  and  Mrs.  Cliarke — watching  the  scene;  while 
Shakespeare,  long  and  lank,  sits  at  a  table  in  front  with 
the  manuscript  of  “Hamlet”  before  him,  one  of  his  feet 
close  to  the  tail  of  a  cock,  which  a  ghost,  descending  through 
a  trap-door,  is  trying  to  keep  from  crowing  as  long  as  he 
can.  To  the  left  of  Common  Sense  are  three  figures  repre¬ 
senting  the  lawyer,  priest,  and  doctor  satirized  in  “Pas- 
quin  ’  ’ ;  and  in  front  of  them  is  an  acrobat  with  heels  in  the 
air,  a  clown,  and  Rich  as  Harlequin;  to  the  last  of  whom 
Common  Sense  is  handing  a  halter  that  he  may  hang  him¬ 
self.  Verses  beneath  announce  that  the  Queen  is  bestowing 
“showers  of  gold”  upon  the  author  of  “Pasquin,”  who  has 
just  arrived  from  the  Court  of  the  Great  Mogul,  with  three 
“benighted  exiles” — Wit,  Humour,  and  Satire.* 

*  Stephens  and  Hawkins,  ‘  ‘  Catalogue  of  Prints  and  Drawings  in  the  British 
Museum,”  No.  2283. 
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CHAPTER  IX 


DRAMATIC  CAREER 

THE  LICENSING  ACT 

I 

One  more  brief  season  at  the  Haymarket,  and  the  Great 
Mogul’s  Company  of  Comedians  went  down  to  irretrievable 
disaster.  “Like  another  Erostratus,”  said  Colley  Cibber 
picturesquely,  Fielding  ‘  ‘  set  fire  to  his  stage,  by  writing  up 
to  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  demolish  it.  ’  ’*  This  is  the  mixed 
metaphor  of  an  enemy;  but  the  words  are  essentially  true. 
Fielding’s  attacks  on  the  Ministry,  becoming  more  and 
more  unrestrained,  were  the  cause,  if  not  the  immediate 
occasion,  of  the  Licensing  Act  of  1737,  which  closed  his 
theatre  and  rendered  impossible  the  performance  of  a 
“Pasquin”  elsewhere.  How  Fielding  thus  wrote  up  to  an 
Act  of  Parliament  that  placed  the  theatres  under  the  direct 
control  of  the  Government,  is  the  subject  of  this  chapter. 

As  usual,  Fielding  probably  passed  the  late  summer  and 
autumn  of  1736  on  his  farm  at  East  Stour  and  returned  to 
London  after  the  Christmas  holidays.  The  extraordinary 
run  of  “Pasquin”  the  previous  season  had  evidently  led  the 
manager  of  Drury  Lane  to  look  upon  the  Great  Mogul  as  a 
factor  in  the  dramatic  world  to  be  reckoned  with;  for 
Fielding’s  first  play  of  the  new  year — “Euridice,  or  the 
Devil  Henpeck’d” — was  rehearsed  by  Fleetwood  for  Satur- 

*  ‘  ‘  An  Apology  for  the  Life  of  Colley  Cibber,  ’  ’  edited  by  R.  W.  Lowe, 
1889,  I,  287. 
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day,  February  19,  1737,  as  an  afterpiece  to  Addison’s 
“Cato.”*  A  farce  in  one  Act,  “Euridice”  burlesques  the 
story  of  Orpheus  and  Eurydice,  ridiculing  through  them  the 
obvious  foibles  of  fashionable  society.  The  scene  lies  in 
the  lower  world  at  the  Court  of  Pluto  and  Proserpine,  and 
the  characters  are  ghosts  or  shadows.  Euridice  is  a  fine 
lady  who  has  left  her  husband  and  gone  to  the  deuce ;  while 
Proserpine  remains  faithful  to  Pluto  only  in  order  to  retain 
her  power  over  him  and  thus  have  her  say  in  all  affairs  of 
the  infernal  regions.  Orpheus,  who  descends  into  Hades  to 
recover  his  wayward  wife,  is  a  flabby,  doting  husband  with 
the  voice  and  bearing  of  Farinelli,  whom  he  was  intended  to 
ridicule.  There  is  also  a  Captain  Weazel,  who  went  to  the 
devil  long  ago  and  now  welcomes  across  the  Styx  a  brother 
beau  from  the  Court  who,  “thanks  to  a  little  fever  and  a 
great  doctor,”  has  just  “shaken  off  a  bad  constitution.” 
As  the  action  progresses,  the  author,  seated  with  a  critic 
between  the  scenes,  explains  the  behaviour  of  his  characters, 
and  tells  Mr.  Chetwood,  the  prompter  of  Drury  Lane,  when 
to  ring  his  bell  and  let  loose  “the  devil  and  the  ghosts” 
upon  the  stage.  The  farce  in  the  printed  form  fails  to  give 
the  cast;  but  Captain  Weazel,  it  is  said,  was  performed  by 
Macklin,  and  the  role  of  Euridice  was  especially  adapted 
to  Mrs.  Clive. 

The  night  set  for  “Euridice”  proved  most  unlucky.  At 
that  time,  the  performance  of  a  play,  whatever  its  merits 
might  be,  was  exposed  to  interruptions  by  footmen,  who  were 
admitted  gratis  to  the  gallery  or  allowed  to  occupy  places 
in  the  boxes  until  their  masters  or  mistresses  appeared 
for  the  later  Acts.  This  was  a  time-honoured  concession  to 
ladies  and  gentlemen,  who  wished  to  have  immediate  at¬ 
tendance  at  the  conclusion  of  a  play.  These  footmen,  sitting 
in  the  boxes  with  their  hats  on,  conversing  aloud,  applauding 
and  hissing,  became  an  intolerable  nuisance  to  people  in  the 

*  “The  London  Daily  Post,”  Feb.  19,  1737. 
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pit  as  well  as  to  actors,  manager,  and  author.  With  footmen 
as  judges,  no  play  was  certain  of  a  fair  hearing;  and  ticket- 
holders  were  in  danger  of  being  cheated  out  of  an  evening’s 
entertainment  for  which  they  had  paid  three  shillings.  On 
the  night  of  February  19,  the  pit  rose  against  the  footmen 
in  the  boxes  and  drove  them  out  of  the  theatre.  The  foot¬ 
men,  however,  raised  a  disturbance  outside,  broke  down  a 
door,  and  rushed  into  their  gallery.  In  the  midst  of  the 
hubbub,  young  Cibber  harangued  the  audience  from  the 
stage ;  and,  failing  to  quell  the  gallery,  summoned  the  High 
Sheriff  of  Westminster,  who  read  the  Riot  Act,  and  with  the 
aid  of  his  posse  made  several  arrests.  After  a  fashion,  the 
actors  went  through  ‘  ‘  Cato,  ’  ’  but  seem  to  have  been  unable 
to  complete  ‘  ‘  Euridice,  ’  ’  which  was  drowned  in  hisses, 
whistles,  and  catcalls.*  Apart  from  the  angry  mood  of  the 
audience  ready  to  condemn  any  new  play,  there  was  genuine 
resentment  at  Captain  Weazel,  the  ghost  of  a  military  beau, 
who  was  regarded  as  an  affront  to  the  army.  A  second  per¬ 
formance  of  “Euridice”  was  attempted  on  the  following 
Monday;  again  there  was  a  disturbance;  and  the  piece  was 
withdrawn.  When  Fielding  published  it  long  afterwards  in 
his  “Miscellanies,”  he  put  on  the  title-page:  “Eurydice,  a 
Farce:  As  it  was  d-mned  at  the  Theatre-Royal  in  Drury- 
Lane.  ’  ’ 

Fielding  took  his  failure  in  good  humour,  and  fell  back 
upon  the  Great  Mogul’s  Company  at  the  Haymarket,  which 
for  variety’s  sake  he  sometimes  called  after  Kuli  Khan,  the 
reigning  Shah  of  Persia,  whose  exploits  were  bringing  con¬ 
sternation  to  the  minds  of  coffee-house  politicians  lest  he 
should  invade  and  conquer  all  Europe  as  well  as  Asia.  To 
add  to  the  jest,  the  name  of  Kuli  Khan  was  coupled  with 
that  of  King  Theodore  of  Corsica,  a  military  adventurer 
who  was  also  frightening  these  same  politicians.  A  curious 
advertisement  in  “The  Grub-street  Journal”  for  February 

*“The  Daily  Journal,”  Feb.  22,  1737. 

207 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

24,  1737,  announced  perhaps  the  first  performance  of  the 
company  under  its  new  name : 

“  Never  Acted  before,  By  a  Company  of  Comedians 
dropt  from  the  Clouds,  late  Servants  to  their  thrice  re¬ 
nown’ d  Majesties  Kouli  Kan  and  Theodore.  At  the  New 
THEATRE  in  the  HAY-MARKET,  Wednesday  the  9th  of 
March,  will  be  presented  a  New  Dramatic  Corni-Tragical 
Satire  of  three  Acts,  entitled,  A  Rehearsal  of  KINGS;  or 
The  Projecting  Gingerbread  BAKER,  with  the  unheard 
of  Catastrophe  of  Macplunderkan,  King  of  Roguomania, 
and  the  ignoble  Fall  of  Baron  Tromperland,  King  of 
Clouts  ...  To  which  will  be  added  a  new  Farce  of 
one  Act,  call’d  Sir  PEEYY  PET  .  .  .  Considering  the 
extraordinary  Expence  that  must  necessarily  attend  the 
equipping  so  many  Monarchs  of  different  Nations,  the 
proprietor  hopes  that  the  Town  will  not  take  Umbrage 
at  the  Prices  being  raised  .  .  .  The  Proprietor  begs 
leave  to  enter  his  Caveat  against  all  .  .  .  who  may  hire 
or  he  hired  to  do  the  Drudgery  of  Hissing,  Catcalling  &c. 
and  entreats  the  Town  would  discourage,  as  much  as  in  them 
lies,  a  practice  at  once  so  scandalous  and  prejudicial  to 
Author,  Player,  and  every  fair  Theatric  Adventurer.” 

The  advertisement  further  promised  for  the  main  piece 
of  the  evening  six  kings  besides  two  wandering  kings,  two 
queens,  and  two  ghosts,  including  the  ghost  of  a  Dutch 
statesman,  “with  new  scenes,  habits,  and  proper  decora¬ 
tions.”  Mrs.  Eliza  Haywood  had  the  part  of  the  First 
King,  or  Macplunderkan,  who  was  travelling  incognito; 
and  Roberts  took  the  role  of  the  King  of  Clouts.  To  Mrs. 
Charke  was  assigned  Don  Resinando;  and  to  Lacy  fell 
Mynheer  Wiserman.  Another  character  bore  the  name  of 
Mynheer  Maggot,  and  still  another  the  name  of  Crim- 
crowky.* 

Who  wrote  the  two  plays,  never  published,  Avith  which 

*  ‘ ‘  The  Grub-street  Journal,”  March  3,  1737. 
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Fielding  thus  adorned  the  Haymarket  theatre?  Were  they 
by  Fielding  or  by  another  hand?  These  are  questions  that 
may  be  asked  but  not  definitely  answered.  Of  ‘  ‘  Sir  Peevy 
Pet”  nothing  is  known  except  that  it  was  a  farce  in  one  Act, 
such  as  Mrs.  Haywood  might  have  written.  “A  Rehearsal 
of  Kings”  is  the  title  of  an  anonymous  farce  performed, 
it  is  said  by  Baker  in  his  “Biographia  Dramatica,”  back 
in  1692,  but  never  printed.  The  chances  are  that  the  old 
play  was  worked  over  by  Fielding,  and  given  a  political 
turn  with  Walpole  disguised  as  Macplunderkan,  King  of 
Roguomania.  The  ghosts  and  the  reckless  political  satire 
are  sufficient  warrant  for  the  surmise.  Perhaps  Mrs.  Hay¬ 
wood,  who  afterwards  broke  with  Fielding,  had  his  kings 
especially  in  mind  when  she  wrote  of  the  Little  Theatre  in 
the  Haymarket  as  “F — g’s  scandal  shop,”  where  he  ex¬ 
hibited  “certain  drolls,  or,  more  properly,  invectives 
against  the  Ministry.”* 

After  a  second  advertisement,  in  which  “the  late  Ser¬ 
vants  of  Kouli  Khan  and  Theodore”  gave  notice  that  they 
would  endeavour  to  entertain  the  town  for  the  remaining 
part  of  the  season,  “A  Rehearsal  of  Kings”  passed  into 
oblivion  except  for  an  occasional  use  of  the  name  of  Mac¬ 
plunderkan  in  the  newspapers.  The  farce  seems  to  have 
run  for  a  week  or  two ;  but  by  April,  at  the  latest,  it  was 
swept  from  the  stage  by  Fielding’s  “Historical  Register 
for  1736,”  containing  “freshest  advices,  foreign  and  do¬ 
mestic.”  The  first  playbill  of  this  “dramatic  satire”  has 
never  been  discovered;  but  its  date  may  be  determined 
within  narrow  limits.  According  to  the  newspapers,  the 
eleventh  performance  of  “The  Historical  Register” 
occurred  on  April  13,  the  twenty-first  on  April  25,  and  the 
twenty-fifth  on  April  29. f  Assuming  that  it  had  run  con- 

*“The  History  of  Miss  Betsy  Thoughtless,”  1751,  I,  76-77. 

t  “London  Evening  Post,”  April  7-9;  "The  Grub-street  Journal,”  April 
7  and  21;  and  “The  Daily  Advertiser,”  April  29,  1737. 
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tinuously,  Sundays  excepted,  from  the  beginning,  as  it  was 
then  doing,  its  first  night  would  be  the  first  of  April.  This 
is  the  latest  date  to  which  the  first  performance  of  “The 
Historical  Register’ ’  may  be  assigned.  Were  there  a  break 
or  two,  as  is  probable,  in  the  run,  the  true  date  for  the  play 
should  be  towards  the  end  of  March.  A  reference  within  the 
play  to  Monday,  March  21,  as  the  day  on  which  Christopher 
Hen  will  sell  his  parcel  of  curiosities  at  auction,  points  to 
that  date  as  the  very  night  when  the  mock  auction  scene  was 
first  represented  on  the  stage.  Again,  an  obscure  allusion 
to  “A  Rehearsal  of  Kings”  would  suggest  that  “The  His¬ 
torical  Register”  closely  followed  this  play,  along  with  a 
revival  of  “The  Fatal  Curiosity.”  It  passed  through  the 
ordeal  of  a  first  night,  unscathed  except  for  the  hissing  of 
one  scene  which  was  afterwards  eliminated,  and  began  a 
career  rivalling  that  of  ‘  ‘  Pasquin.  ’  ’ 

Fielding’s  title,  requiring  explanation  now,  was  excellent 
banter  for  those  who  then  understood  it.  For  some 
time  there  had  been  appearing  every  year  a  summary  of  the 
events  of  the  previous  twelvemonth,  bearing  the  title,  to 
give  the  one  for  1736 : 

‘  ‘  The  Historical  Register,  Containing  An  Impartial  Rela¬ 
tion  of  all  Transactions,  Foreign  and  Homestiek.  With  A 
Chronological  Diary  of  All  The  remarkable  Occurrences, 
viz.  Births,  Marriages,  Deaths,  Removals,  Promotions,  &c. 
that  happen’d  in  this  Year:  Together  with  the  Characters 
and  Parentage  of  Persons  deceas ’d,  of  eminent  Rank.  ’  ’ 

Fielding,  as  it  were,  burlesques  this  enlarged  newspaper. 
The  events  therein  chronicled,  he  would  say,  are  not  the 
most  interesting  or  the  most  important  ones  of  the  past 
year ;  and  he  will  relate  what  has  really  been  going  on  behind 
the  scenes  in  the  theatrical  and  political  worlds.  This  can 
all  be  done  in  the  rehearsal  of  a  farce  in  three  Acts.  “Mr. 
Medley,”  the  author  of  the  piece,  will  comment  on  the 
scenes  for  the  benefit  of  “Lord  Dapper”  and  “Mr.  Sowr- 
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wit,”  of  whom  the  latter  belongs  to  that  class  of  critics  who 
write  elaborate  treatises  “to  prove  that  a  farce  of  three  Acts 
is  not  a  regular  play  of  five.  ’  ’  By  way  of  proper  prologue, 
Fielding  opens  his  play  with  an  “Ode  to  the  New  Year”  in 
parody  of  the  odes  with  which  Colley  Cibber  greeted  every 
new  year,  and  then  launches  out  into  banter  and  satire. 
For  a  benefit  night  early  in  May  the  tickets  bore  Fielding’s 
parody  beginning 

This  is  a  day,  in  days  of  yore, 

Our  fathers  never  saw  before — 

along  with  the  music,  from  a  copper  engraving  so  that  both 
words  and  music  might  be  eternal. 

Two  theatrical  incidents  of  the  winter  concerned  the 
author  most.  In  December  there  had  been  a  violent  con¬ 
tention  at  Drury  Lane  over  who  should  have  the  role  of 
Polly  Peachum  in  “The  Beggar’s  Opera.”  The  part  be¬ 
longed  by  right  to  Mrs.  Clive;  but  Theophilus  Cibber 
wanted  it  for  his  new  wife,  the  young  and  handsome  daugh¬ 
ter  of  Master  Arne.  The  affair  went  so  far  that  Mrs.  Cibber 
was  actually  cast  for  Polly,  while  Mrs.  Clive  was  relegated 
to  the  role  of  Lucy.  Thereupon  arose  a  rough  storm  in 
which  the  two  actresses  came  near  if  not  quite  to  blows  in 
the  greenroom  of  Drury  Lane.  The  friends  of  each  ap¬ 
pealed  to  the  public  in  letters  and  squibs  sent  to  the  news¬ 
papers,  Cibber  defending  his  wife  and  outrageously  attack¬ 
ing  her  rival.*  In  the  end  Mrs.  Clive  won;  and  the  ignoble 
strife  was  burlesqued  at  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields  in  an  enter¬ 
tainment  by  Henry  Woodward,  called  “The  Beggar’s  Pan¬ 
tomime;  or,  the  Contending  Columbines,”  in  which  two 
actresses  quarrel  and  scold  until  they  are  out  of  breath  over 
who  shall  be  the  first  Columbine.  Fielding,  it  is  so  implied, 
also  put  the  two  Pollys  into  “The  Historical  Register,” 
but  cut  them  out  after  the  first  performance,  as  the  audience 

*  See  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  Dec.  9  and  16,  1736. 
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thought  the  jest  rather  stale.  Naturally  taking  the  side  of 
Mrs.  Clive,  he  represents  young  Cibber  as  a  mad  Pistol, 
his  nickname  in  contemporary  farce,  running  about  town 
and  collecting,  with  the  aid  of  friends,  drum,  and  fiddles,  a 
mob  who  follow  and  hiss  at  his  heels  when  he  asks  them 
whether  it  is  their  will  that  the  role  of  Polly  Peachum  be 
taken  from  Mrs.  Clive  and  given  to  his  “great  consort.” 

The  second  dramatic  incident  that  had  engaged  the  wits 
during  the  past  winter  was  Colley  Cibber ’s  attempt  to  make 
over  Shakespeare’s  “King  John.”  According  to  Cibber, 
Shakespeare  had  splendid  opportunities  in  the  material  of 
this  tragedy,  but  for  some  reason  missed  most  of  them; 
especially  did  he  fail  to  “inspirit”  John  with  the  resent¬ 
ment  proper  to  an  English  monarch  against  “the  intoxi¬ 
cated  tyranny”  of  the  Church  of  Rome.  So  Cibber  stepped 
in  and  rewrote  the  play,  doing  his  will  upon  it.  To  bring 
to  the  front  his  point  of  view,  he  even  renamed  it  “Papal 
Tyranny  in  the  Reign  of  King  John.”  The  wretched  piece 
was  put  to  rehearsal  at  Drury  Lane,  but  the  actors,  knowing 
that  it  would  be  damned,  refused  to  go  on  with  it,  and  it 
had  to  be  withdrawn.  At  one  of  the1  rehearsals  Cibber,  in¬ 
censed  by  the  conduct  of  the  company,  put  the  play  into  his 
pocket  and  walked  off  with  it.  The  press  and  the  coffee¬ 
houses  were  still  rallying  Cibber  on  his  failure,  when  Field¬ 
ing  took  it  up  in  “  The  Historical  Register.  ’  ’  In  one  of  the 
scenes  Apollo,  a  theatrical  manager,  is  represented  as  cast¬ 
ing  the  parts  for  the  original  “King  John”  when  Cibber 
under  the  name  of  Ground-Ivy  appears,  and  thus  remon¬ 
strates  with  him : 

‘ '  Ground-Ivy.  What  are  you  doing  here  ? 

Apollo.  I  am  casting  the  parts  in  the  Tragedy  of  King 
John. 

Ground-Ivy.  Then  you  are  casting  the  parts  in  a  tragedy 
that  won’t  do. 

Apollo.  How,  Sir!  Was  it  not  written  by  Shakespear, 
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and  was  not  Shakespear  one  of  the  greatest  geniuses  that 
ever  liv’d? 

Ground-Ivy.  No,  Sir,  Shakespear  was  a  pretty  fellow, 
and  said  some  things  which  only  want  a  little  of  my  licking 
to  do  well  enough;  King  John,  as  now  writ,  will  not  do — 
But  a  word  in  your  ear,  I  will  make  him  do. 

Apollo.  How? 

Ground-Ivy.  By  alteration,  Sir ;  it  was  a  maxim  of  mine, 
when  I  was  at  the  head  of  theatrical  affairs,  that  no  play, 
tho’  ever  so  good,  would  do  without  alteration — for  in¬ 
stance,  in  the  play  before  us,  the  bastard  Faulconbridge 
is  a  most  effeminate  character,  for  which  reason  I  would 
cut  him  out,  and  put  all  his  sentiments  in  the  mouth  of  Con¬ 
stance,  who  is  so  much  properer  to  speak  them.  ” 

Fielding  goes  on  much  further  in  ridiculing  the  presump¬ 
tion  of  Cibber,  who,  uttering  his  favourite  “damn  me,” 
declares  himself  the  equal  of  all  actors  and  authors,  living 
or  dead.  Mr.  Medley,  who  is  here  the  mouthpiece  of  Field¬ 
ing,  quietly  remarks  that  if  Shakespeare  is  to  be  altered, 
no  man  is  better  able  “to  alter  him  for  the  worse.”  As  for 
himself,  he  says  finely,  “I  have  too  great  an  honour  for 
Shakespear  to  think  of  burlesquing  him,  and  to  be  sure  of 
not  burlesquing  him,  I  will  never  attempt  to  alter  him,  for 
fear  of  burlesquing  him  by  accident,  as  perhaps  some  others 
have  done.” 

From  the  affairs  of  Drury  Lane,  Fielding  passes  pleas¬ 
antly  to  the  affairs  of  state,  with  the  remark  that  the 
management  of  each  is  equally  damned  by  the  public.  Mid¬ 
way  in  his  course,  he  introduces  an  auction  scene  which 
must  have  awakened  great  mirth.  At  that  time,  London 
had  an  “eloquent  auctioneer”  named  Christopher  Cock, 
whose  rooms,  first  near  Golden  Square  and  afterwards  in 
the  Grand  Piazza  of  Covent  Garden,  were  a  fashionable 
resort  for  the  purchase  of  old  china  and  useless  but  ex¬ 
pensive  furniture.  Taking  a  hint  from  this  institution, 
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Fielding  works  up  an  allegorical  auction  for  the  amusement 
of  Ms  audience.  Mr.  Cock  is  converted  into  Mr.  Hen — and 
very  appropriately,  for  the  auctioneer’s  role  was  played  by 
Mrs.  Cliarke,  whose  forte  was  male  characters.  Most  of 
the  curiosities  which  Mr.  Hen  puts  up  for  sale  before  a  group 
of  “gentlemen  and  ladies,”  either  nobody  wants  or  they  go 
cheap;  for  they  include  such  old-fashioned  articles  as  “a 
most  curious  remnant  of  political  honesty,”  “a  most  deli¬ 
cate  piece  of  patriotism,”  and  “a  very  clear  conscience, 
which  has  been  worn  by  a  judge  and  a  bishop.”  The 
bidding,  however,  becomes  spirited  for  “a  very  consider¬ 
able  interest  at  Court,”  which  is  knocked  down  at  a  thou¬ 
sand  pounds.  As  a  climax  to  the  jest,  a  gentleman  gets 
“all  the  cardinal  virtues”  for  eighteen  pence;  but  on  look¬ 
ing  them  over  and  discovering  among  them  such  stuff  as 
temperance  and  chastity,  he  refuses  to  take  them  on  the 
ground  that  he  misunderstood  the  auctioneer  and  sup¬ 
posed  he  was  purchasing  not  the  cardinal  virtues,  but  “a 
cardinal’s  virtues,”  which  were  what  he  wanted. 

There  are  only  two  outright  political  scenes;  but  they 
created  a  sensation,  for  nothing  so  daring  as  the  second  of 
them  had  ever  been  seen  on  the  English  stage.  To  escape 
prosecution  by  the  Government,  it  is  stated  by  Mr.  Medley 
that  the  transactions  wMch  he  is  about  to  represent  oc¬ 
curred  not  in  England  but  in  Corsica.  Then  he  gives  the 
signal  for  the  entrance  of  five  politicians  of  the  party  in 
power — “the  ablest  heads  in  the  kingdom” — who  meet  to 
talk  over  the  state  of  Europe,  about  which  they  know 
nothing,  and  to  devise  means  for  getting  more  money,  con¬ 
cerning  which  they  are  not  quite  so  ignorant.  They  have 
just  intelligence  enough  to  see  that  the  surest  way  to  obtain 
more  money  is  to  impose  a  fresh  tax  on  the  people ;  but  as 
nearly  everything  is  now  taxed,  they  are  confronted  with 
difficulties.  Learning,  they  conclude,  will  not  yield  a  suffi¬ 
cient  revenue,  since  it  is  so  rare  a  commodity  and  is  found 
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mostly  among  the  poor.  So  they  hit  upon  ignorance,  which 
they  think  will  take  in  most  people  of  the  kingdom,  though 
they  seem  unaware  that  they  are  thereby  taxing  themselves. 
Throughout  the  conversation,  one  of  the  politicians — a 
“little  gentleman”  sitting  in  a  chair — keeps  silent.  It  is 
explained  that  he  knows  it  all,  for  in  these  days  a  poli¬ 
tician,  to  be  thought  wise,  need  give  no  instance  of  his  wis¬ 
dom.  To  lay  a  new  tax  and  then  collect  it,  Fielding  means 
to  say,  has  been  the  main  business  of  the  Walpole  Govern¬ 
ment. 

To  show  how  some  of  the  money  obtained  in  this  way  is 
expended,  is  the  object  of  the  second  political  scene,  with 
which  the  farce  closes.  The  scene  was  known  as  “The 
Dance  of  Patriots.”  Four  “shabby  fellows”  who  claim 
allegiance  to  the  Opposition,  are  seated  at  a  table,  drinking 
to  prosperity,  liberty,  and  trade,  and  complaining  of  the 
hard  times  that  have  fallen  upon  Corsica.  Just  as  one  of 
them  declares  that  they  are  “a  set  of  miserable  poor  dogs,” 
“a  poor  impudent  fellow,”  called  “ Quidam, ”  who  has  stood 
laughing  at  them  behind  the  scenes,  enters  and  tells  them 
that  they  are  mistaken.  As  he  says  this,  he  pours  on  the 
table  a  purse  of  gold,  which  they  snatch  up,  convinced  that 
they  are  indeed  rich  and  are  living  under  the  best  pos¬ 
sible  Government.  Quidam  picks  up  a  fiddle  and  dances 
the  patriots  off  the  stage,  to  the  perplexity  of  the  audi¬ 
ence,  until  Mr.  Medley  explains  the  allegory  to  them. 
“Every  one  of  these  patriots,”  we  are  told,  “have  a  hole  in 
their  pockets,  as  Mr.  Quidam  the  fiddler  there  knows,  so 
that  he  intends  to  make  them  dance  till  all  the  money  is 
fall’n  through,  which  he  will  pick  up  again,  and  so  not  lose 
one  halfpenny  by  his  generosity ;  so  far  from  it,  that  he  will 
get  his  wine  for  nothing,  and  the  poor  people,  alas !  out  of 
their  own  pockets,  pay  the  whole  reckoning.”  By  the 
patriots,  Fielding  meant  men  like  Lord  Hervey,  whom 
Walpole  had  induced  by  money  and  place  to  desert  the 
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Opposition.  Whatever  Walpole  had  given  them,  Fielding 
wonld  say,  had  come  from  the  taxes  which  a  corrupt  Parlia¬ 
ment  had  laid  upon  the  nation.  There  was  no  mistaking  the 
satire  of  this  farce.  Under  the  disguise  of  Quidam,  Fielding 
here  represented  Walpole  engaged  in  open  bribery. 

For  his  own  benefit  night  on  April  13, #  Fielding  extended 
“The  Historical  Register,”  which  was  much  shorter  than 
‘  ‘  Pasquin,  ’  ’  into  the  rehearsal  of  “  a  very  merry  tragedy, ’ ’ 
as  a  companion  piece  to  the  rehearsal  of  his  political  farce. 
The  mock  tragedy,  standing  by  itself,  was  called  “Eury- 
dice  Hiss’d,  or,  a  Word  to  the  Wise,”  and  gives,  said  the 
playbills,  “an  account  of  the  rise,  progress,  greatness,  and 
downfall  of  Mr.  Pillage,  the  author”;  that  is,  with  some 
reservations  and  embellishments,  the  dramatic  career  of 
Fielding  himself  up  to  the  appearance  of  “Pasquin,”  when 
he  was  “followed,  flattered,  and  adored,”  and  then  down¬ 
ward  to  the  utter  failure  of  ‘  *  Euridice,  ’  ’  when  he  was  ‘  ‘  de¬ 
serted  and  abandoned”  by  all  who  had  previously  coveted 
his  favour.  The  piece  is  filled  with  playful  personal  refer¬ 
ences — half  true,  half  false.  A  scene  especially  advertised 
in  the  newspapers  was  one  between  the  poet  and  the  Muse 
who  inspired  him  to  write  “Pasquin” — “nine  scenes  with 
spirit  in  one  day” — and  now  chides  him  for  deserting  her 
for  the  strumpet  that  inspired  ‘  ‘  Euridice.  ’  ’  Then,  not  very 
consistently,  he  tells  the  audience  that  there  was  never  a 
better  farce  than  “Euridice.”  At  first,  he  says,  the  pit 
applauded  ‘  ‘  Euridice  ’  ’  vigorously ;  but  as  the  plot  began  to 
open  more,  the  applause  grew  faint  and  subsided  alto¬ 
gether  ;  then  a  hiss  was  heard  here  and  there,  then  a  catcall 
from  the  gallery,  and  finally  all  was  lost  in  a  chorus  of 
halloos,  hisses,  and  groans.  How  little  Fielding  was  dis¬ 
turbed  by  the  fate  of  “Euridice”  is  indicated  by  the  fact 
that  he  could  take  it  as  the  subject  of  a  farce.  The  humour 
with  which  in  “Eurydice  Hiss’d”  he  turned  the  tables 

*“The  London  Evening  Post,”  April  7-9,  1737. 
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against  the  town  mnst  have  been  greatly  relished.  Yon 
damned  my  play,  he  says  to  them ;  -now  I,  too,  will  damn  it 
before  yonr  eyes,  and  yon  cannot  damn  the  damnation  of  it 
without  damning  yourselves.  Withal,  the  audience  was 
quick  to  see  the  political  significance  of  the  farce.  In  the 
downfall  of  Mr.  Pillage,  put  to  sleep  by  two  bottles,  was  a 
prophecy  of  the  downfall  of  Walpole,  which  the  Opposition 
was  also  then  predicting. 

The  two  farces  together  still  made  a  scant  evening’s  per¬ 
formance;  and  they  were  sometimes  tagged,  on  benefit 
nights,  with  what  Fielding  described  in  his  advertisements 
as  “an  additional  Addition  of  a  new  entertaining  Scene, 
call’d  ‘The  Female  Free  Mason,’  in  which  the  whole  Art 
and  Mystery  of  Free  Masonry  is  delineated,  by  the  Admis¬ 
sion  of  a  Lady.”*  This  little  farce,  probably  burlesquing 
the  exposures  of  freemasonry  then  common  in  the  news¬ 
papers,  was  never  published;  but  it  was  the  kind  of  thing 
that  Mrs.  Haywood  would  write.  On  many  occasions,  “The 
Historical  Register”  with  or  without  “Eurydice  Hiss’d,” 
formed  the  afterpiece  to  Lillo’s  “Fatal  Curiosity,”  which 
“had  a  fresh  run”  throughout  the  season  with  Mrs.  Charke 
and  Mr.  Roberts  again  playing  the  leading  roles.  “Roberts, 
a  very  judicious  speaker,”  wrote  Mrs.  Charke,  “discovered 
a  mastership  in  the  character  of  the  husband.”  With  the 
possible  exception  of  Drury’s  “Rival  Milliners,”  which 
went  into  a  second  edition,  the  plays  thus  far  mentioned  in 
this  chapter  mainly  comprise  the  Great  Mogul’s  repertoire 
for  the  spring  of  1737.  There  were  but  two  or  three  others. 
It  is  rather  surprising  that  Fielding  did  not  try  “Pasquin” 
once  more,  a  few  performances  of  which  were  given  in  Janu¬ 
ary  by  Giffard  at  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields.  More  surprising 
still,  while  Fielding  was  laughing  at  the  Cibbers  in  “The 
Historical  Register,”  the  company  at  Drury  Lane  was 
playing  his  “Mock  Doctor”  and  “Virgin  Unmask’d.” 

*  “The  Grub-street  Journal,”  April  21,  1737. 
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II 

For  two  years  Fielding  had  done  brilliant  work  for  the 
Opposition.  He  was  par  excellence  his  party’s  humorist 
and  satirist.  His  “squibs  and  crackers,”  wre  read,  were 
carried  away  by  the  audiences  at  the  Haymarket  and  “let 
off  in  the  country -and  sometimes  at  Court.”  A  suggestion 
was  made  that  “Pasquin”  should  be  acted  in  every  borough 
of  England  before  the  elections  as  a  caution  to  people 
against  “the  artifices  of  those  who  come  to  corrupt  their 
honesty  with  adulterate  wine  and  more  adulterate  prom¬ 
ises.”  That  Fielding’s  assistance  was  fully  appreciated 
by  the  leaders  of  his  party,  there  is  adequate  contemporary 
evidence.  An  enemy  meant  it  as  a  charge  against  him 
when  he  said  that  “The  Historical  Register”  appeared 
“under  the  patronage  of  the  great,  the  sensible,  and  the 
witty,  in  the  Opposition.”  To  the  flattering  impeachment, 
Fielding  replied :  “  I  shall  not  be  industrious  to  deny  what 
you  are  so  good  to  declare,  that  I  am  buoy’d  up  by  the 
greatest  wits,  and  finest  gentleman  of  the  age.  ...  Of  such 
patrons  I  shall  be  always  proud,  and  to  such  I  shall  be 
always  glad  of  the  honour  of  owing  an  obligation.”  The 
insinuation  that  he  was  but  the  hireling  of  a  party,  he 
passed  by  in’  silence.* 

Two  of  the  gentlemen  who  then  most  encouraged  Field¬ 
ing  paid  him  a  high  compliment.  On  February  5,  1737, 
Chesterfield  and  Lyttelton  established  a  new  weekly  news¬ 
paper  to  supplement  “The  Craftsman”  as  an  organ  of  their 
party.  They  called  it  1 1  Common  Sense :  or,  the  English¬ 
man ’s  Journal.”  Chesterfield,  who  wrote  the  first 

leader,  made  it  clear,  without  exactly  saying  so,  that 
they  took  the  name  from  Fielding— from  “an  ingenious 
Dramatick  Author  [who]  has  consider’d  Common  Sense 
as  so  extiaordinary  a  thing,  that  he  has  lately,  with  great 
wit  and  humour,  not  only  personified  it,  but  dignified  it  too 

*  See  Common  Sense/’  May  21,  1737,  April  1  and  Oct.  28,  1738 
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with  the  title  of  a  Queen.”  And  juSt  as  in  “Pasquin”  also, 
Chesterfield’s  design,  as  set  forth  in  the  first  paper,  was 
to  erect  a  Court  of  Common  Sense,  before  whom  were  to  be 
tried  the  various  vices,  follies,  and  corruptions  of  the  time. 
Broadly  speaking,  the  aim  of  the  newspaper  was  to  carry 
to  a  larger  audience  than  could  be  reached  by  a  London  play 
the  social  and  political  ridicule  which  had  been  so  effective 
on  the  stage  of  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket. 

Naturally,  Fielding’s  apparent  alliance  with  the  leaders 
of  the  Opposition  embittered  the  attacks  upon  him  in  the 
newspapers  conducted  in  the  interest  of  the  Ministry.  On 
May  7,  1737,  the  Government ’s  leading  organ,  “The  Daily 
Gazetteer,”  went  so  far  as  to  warn  him  of  danger  and  much 
else,  if  he  continued  in  his  political  satire.  The  author 
of  the  article,  who  styled  himself  “An  Adventurer  in  Poli¬ 
ticks,  ’  ’  is  not  known ;  but  Fielding  surmised  that  he  was  a 
person  of  rank — Lord  Hervey  of  the  Privy  Council,  per¬ 
haps,  who  had  left  the  Patriots  and  was  then  writing  for 
‘  ‘  The  Gazetteer  ’  ’  under  the  direction  of  W alpole.  Whoever 
he  may  have  been,  he  assumed  greater  authority  than  would 
be  expected  of  an  ordinary  correspondent.  He  begins  with 
a  pretty  contrast  between  the  indulgence  of  the  English 
Ministry  and  the  situation  across  the  Channel  where  lettres 
de  cachet  and  the  Bastille  await  such  as  dare  inquire  into 
the  state  of  affairs  “in  a  manner  different  from  the  sense 
of  the  Court.  ’  ’  While  he  hopes  that  England  will  never  be 
compelled  to  imitate  France  in  suppressing  free  speech,  yet 
everyone  must  know  that  there  is  a  point  at  which  liberty 
must  be  restrained  in  order  to  be  preserved.  He  would 
place  no  obstacle  in  the  way  of  a  sober  discussion  of  public 
affairs  or  even  of  a  Minister’s  conduct  in  the  press;  but 
“no  argument  whatever,  can  be  alledged  to  support  the 
bringing  of  politicks  on  the  stage.”  Fielding  is  held  re¬ 
sponsible  not  merely  for  his  own  political  satires,  but  for 
setting  an  example  to  other  playwrights.  “Pasquin,”  from 
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the  critic’s  point  of  view,  was  open  to  less  censure  than  the 
plays  that  followed,  inasmuch  as  its  satire,  rather  general 
in  character,  did  not  come  ‘  ‘  so  near,  as  to  point  any  person 
out”;  but  even  in  that  piece,  Fielding  was  guilty  of  “ mak¬ 
ing  light  of  one  of  the  gravest  evils  our  Constitution  is 
subject  to.”  He  ought  to  know  that  a  humorous  treatment 
of  corruption  will  increase,  not  suppress,  the  evil,  just  as 
Gay’s  turning  highwaymen  and  lewd  women  into  heroes 
and  heroines  “served  only  to  increase  the  number  of  those 
corrupt  wretches.  ’  ’  Then  came  ‘  ‘  The  Historical  Register,  ’  ’ 
in  which  the  author,  spurred  on  by  the  wits  of  his  party,  in¬ 
sinuated  “ignorance  in  the  Ministry”  and  exhibited  an 
“impudent  fellow”  to  the  hisses  of  the  audience. 

The  critic  admits  that  there  is  “something  most  ridicu¬ 
lously  pleasant”  in  the  conception  that  nothing  of  con¬ 
sequence  has  happened  for  a  year  outside  of  Corsica ;  only 
it  is  not  true.  As  everybody  knows,  “events,  as  great  as 
any  recorded  in  history,  have  come  to  a  definitive  crisis” 
within  the  last  year.  Genuine  humour,  Mr.  Fielding  must 
be  aware,  is  based  upon  fact,  not  falsehood.  In  thus  mis¬ 
representing  the  Government,  Fielding,  it  is  declared,  has 
done  his  country  incalculable  harm  both  at  home  and 
abroad.  “Will  the  exposing  the  Ministry,”  he  is  asked, 
“before  the  eyes  of  the  representatives  of  all  the  princes  of 
Europe,  give  their  masters  a  higher  idea  of  the  Court  of 
England  ?  ’  ’  As  if  Fielding  cared.  In  conclusion  the  gentle¬ 
men  of  the  Opposition  are  warned  that  Fielding  may  some 
day  turn  against  them,  should  they  ever  come  into  power; 
and  are  asked  what  they  will  then  do  with  a  “witty  writer” 
who  derides  patriotism  and  proclaims  “that  all  Govern¬ 
ment  is  but  a  farce  (perhaps  a  damned  one  too).” 

These  sober  charges  were  gaily  met  by  Fielding  in  an 
open  letter  published  two  weeks  later  as  the  leading  article 
in  “Common  Sense”  for  May  21,  1737.  I  do  not  know  that 
this  leader,”  signed  “Pasquin, ”  has  even  been  attributed 
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to  Fielding  by  bis  biographers ;  but  it  is  his  beyond  a  doubt. 
He  takes  notice,  he  says,  of  the  attack  upon  him,  not  because 
he  has  any  regard  for  the  ideas  and  opinions  of  the  author, 
but  merely  out  of  respect  to  the  person  whom  he  supposes 
him  to  be.  He  denies  that  he  has  ever  asserted  “all  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  be  a  farce,’ ’  though  he  is  unterrified  by  power, 
and  regards  “greatness  in  mean  hands”  as  a  proper  subject 
for  burlesque.  He  denies  that  he  has  ever  ridiculed  patriot¬ 
ism,  and  explains  that  in  his  bribery  scenes  it  has  been  his 
clear  purpose  to  show  what  obstacles  against  a  proper 
exercise  of  “this  noble  principle”  have  been  laid  by  the 
hands  of  corruption.  He  is  surprised  that  anyone  should 
think  that  the  ridicule  of  corruption  or  of  any  other  vice 
serves  its  cause ;  for  this  was  not  the  opinion  of  Hobbes  and 
Horace — one  of  whom  tells  us  that  “laughter  is  a  sign  of 
contempt,”  and  the  other  that  a  laugh  against  vice  inflicts 
a  sorer  wound  than  “can  be  produced  by  the  gravest  and 
bitterest  satire.  ’  ’  He  retorts  that  the  drama  is  as  legitimate 
a  means  as  the  newspaper  for  canvassing  the  acts  of  the 
Government  and  that  any  arguments  for  the  freedom  of  the 
one  will  hold  for  the  other.  Surely  no  one  will  be  frightened 
by  the  threat  to  introduce  into  England  lettres  de  cachet, 
the  Inquisition,  or  any  of  the  other  “damned  engines  of 
tyranny.  ’  ’ 

As  to  the  effect  of  political  satire  or  ridicule  on  other 
nations  in  lowering  the  prestige  of  the  British  Empire, 
Fielding  remarks  humorously:  “I  do  not  believe  foreign 
Ministers  to  be  so  weak,  as  to  remain  in  an  entire  stupid 
ignorance  of  what  we  are  doing;  nor  do  I  think,  if  well 
considered,  a  more  ridiculous  image  can  enter  into  the  mind 
of  man,  than  that  of  all  the  Ambassadors  of  Europe  as¬ 
sembling  at  the  Hay-Market  Play-house  to  learn  the  char¬ 
acter  of  our  Ministry.”  And  in  reply  to  the  insinuation 
that  he  will  exhibit  to  derision  the  leaders  of  his  own  party, 
if  it  ever  becomes  his  advantage  to  do  so,  he  adds  a  clever 
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paragraph  in  conclusion :  “I  must  beg  leave  to  say,  without 
any  reflection  on  our  present  Ministry,  that,  I  believe,  there 
are  now  amongst  those  gentlemen  who  are  stiled  the  Oppo¬ 
sition,  men  in  genius,  learning,  and  knowledge  so  infinitely 
superior  to  the  rest  of  their  countrymen,  and  of  integrity 
so  eminent,  that  should  they,  in  process  of  time,  be  in  the 
possession  of  power,  they  will  be  able  to  triumph  over,  and 
trample  upon  all  the  ridicule  which  any  wit  or  humour  could 
level  at  them.” 

That  the  candid  reader  might  weigh  for  himself  the  full 
charges  against  him,  Fielding  had  already  published  ‘  ‘  The 
Historical  Register”  and  “Eurydice  Hiss’d”  in  a  single 
volume,  which  was  advertised  for  May  12,*  only  five  days 
after  the  onslaught  by  the  “Adventurer  in  Politicks.”  The 
great  haste  with  which  “The  Historical  Register”  was  pre¬ 
pared  for  the  press  is  shown  by  numerous  misprints,  which 
were  partially  corrected  in  a  new  impression  made  a  few 
weeks  later.  The  two  plays  were  introduced  with  a  ‘  ‘  Dedi¬ 
cation  to  the  Publick”  preceded  by  a  “Preface  to  the  Dedi¬ 
cation”;  in  the  first  of  which  Fielding  says  he  chose  the 
public  as  his  patron  for  two  reasons :  first  because  they  have 
honoured  his  performance  “every  night  of  its  exhibition” 
and  “never  failed  shewing  the  greatest  delight  and  appro¬ 
bation”;  and  secondly  because  he  has  something  which  he 
really  wishes  to  say  to  them.  So  he  talks  rather  seriously 
about  the  state  of  theatrical  affairs, — the  rivalry  between 
managers,  who  bid  against  one  another  for  the  best  actors 
(he  had  lost  Yates,  who  went  over  to  Giffard),  the  high 
prices  of  seats  in  consequence,  and  the  difficulties  that  con¬ 
front  a  new  playwright  in  getting  his  pieces,  however  excel¬ 
lent,  properly  performed  unless  they  happen  to  suit  the 
taste  of  the  manager,  that  is,  Mr.  Fleetwood,  possessing 
the  largest  purse.  All  this  serves  as  an  introduction  to  the 
power  of  the  purse  in  affairs  of  state  and  to  a  mock  appeal 

*  ‘ ‘ The  Grub-street  Journal,”  May  12,  1737. 
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to  the  public  to  defend  him  against  “the  iniquitous  sur¬ 
mises”  of  “The  Gazetteer”  with  reference  to  the  import 
of  “The  Historical  Register.”  He  maintains — ironically, 
of  course — that  this  farce,  as  anyone  “not  very  blind  or 
very  dishonest”  may  see,  is  “a  ministerial  pamphlet,  cal¬ 
culated  to  infuse  into  the  minds  of  the  people  a  great 
opinion  of  their  Ministry,  and  thereby  procure  an  employ¬ 
ment  for  the  author,  who  has  been  often  promised  one, 
whenever  he  would  write  on  that  side.  ’  ’ 

No  one  should  suppose,  he  says  blandly,  that  his  “poli¬ 
ticians”  were  intended  to  represent  the  present  Ministry, 
for  they  are  nothing  but  “a  set  of  blundering  blockheads,” 
incapable  of  “aiming  at  being  at  the  head  of  a  great 
people”;  they  are  “too  low  even  for  a  conversation  at  an 
alehouse.  ’  ’  Clearly  the  politicians  were  only  meant  ‘  ‘  to  ridi¬ 
cule  the  absurd  and  inadequate  notions  persons  among  us, 
who  have  not  the  honour  to  know  ’em,  have  of  the  Ministry 
and  their  measures.”  Again,  his  “patriots”  he  thought 
would  have  made  his  fortune,  for  just  like  other  ministerial 
advocates,  he  represented  them  as  “a  set  of  cunning,  self- 
interested  fellows,  who  for  a  little  paltry  bribe  would  give 
up  the  liberties  and  properties  of  their  country.  ’  ’  Granting 
that  there  was  some  slight  reason  for  misapprehension  here, 
Fielding  is  amazed  that  anyone  should  not  know  who  was 
intended  by  Quidam,  who  bribes  the  patriots  out  of  their 
honesty.  The  readiness  of  “The  Gazetteer”  to  identify  so 
evil  a  character  with  its  patron  reminds  him,  he  says,  of  the 
story  of  the  near-sighted  gentleman  who  was  enraged  be¬ 
cause  an  innkeeper  had  hung  out  his  portrait  as  a  sign,  until 
he  saw,  on  closer  view,  that  it  was  not  his  portrait  at  all,  but 
the  portrait  of  an  ass.  It  ought  not  to  be  necessary  to 
explain  that  Quidam  has  the  salient  attributes  of  the  devil 
as  he  is  “described  in  Scripture,  and  the  writings  of  our 
best  divines,”  wherein  we  are  informed  that  gold  has 
always  been  his  favourite  bait  when  he  goes  fishing  for 
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sinners,  and  that  he  laughs  in  his  sleeve  at  the  poor  wretches 
when  he  has  once  caught  them.  ‘  ‘  Indeed,  it  is  so  plain 
who  is  meant  by  this  Quidam,  that  he  who  maketh  any 
wrong  application  thereof,  might  as  well  mistake  the  name 
of  Thomas  for  John,  or  old  Nick  for  old  Bob.” 

After  he  has  thus  shown  his  contempt  for  Sir  Robert, 
calling  him  by  indirection  “old  Bob,”  and  ass,  and  the 
devil,  Fielding  thanks  the  town  for  their  patronage  of  his 
little  theatre  during  the  last  two  years  and  promises  them, 
for  the  next  season,  new  decorations,  an  enlarged  house, 
and  a  better  company  of  actors,  if  a  proposal  of  a  subscrip¬ 
tion  for  these  purposes  should  meet  with  their  favour.  He 
hopes  to  entertain  them  next  year  in  a  cheaper  and  better 
manner  than  the  other  theatres,  and  assures  them:  “If 
nature  hath  given  me  any  talents  at  ridiculing  vice  and  im¬ 
posture,  I  shall  not  be  indolent,  nor  afraid  of  exerting  them, 
while  the  liberty  of  the  press  and  stage  subsists,  that  is  to 
say,  while  we  have  any  liberty  left  amongst  us.  ’  ’ 

When  Fielding  wrote  these  words,  he  was  not  very  appre¬ 
hensive  that  his  theatre  would  be  suppressed.  In  his  mind 
the  freedom  of  the  theatre  was  so  involved  with  that  of  the 
press  as  to  be  inseparable.  The  Government,  he  believed, 
would  not  dare  to  raise  again  the  question  of  a  free  press, 
which  had  been  settled  a  half  century  before ;  and  for  this 
reason  the  theatre  would  escape  a  special  statute.  Affairs 
would  go  on,  he  seemed  to  think,  just  as  they  had  been  doing 
since  he  came  to  London.  From  time  to  time,  the  printer  of 
a  newspaper  would  be  arrested  on  the  charge  of  libel 
against  his  Majesty’s  Government,  and  a  play  would  be  pro¬ 
hibited  by  the  Lord  Chamberlain  ostensibly  in  the  interest 
of  public  morals,  but  really  because  of  its  political  innuen¬ 
does.  He  knew,  of  course,  that  many  people  were  writing 
and  speaking  against  the  licence  (licentiousness  they  called 
it)  of  the  stage;  and  that  the  managers  of  the  two  patent 
theatres— Drury  Lane  and  Covent  Garden — would  like  to 
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see  the  Government  silence  the  irregular  theatres  such  as 
his  own  in  the  Haymarket,  and  thereby  confirm  their  mo¬ 
nopoly  over  all  dramatic  performances.  But  he  evidently 
did  not  regard  these  forces  as  potent  enough  to  overcome 
the  widespread  belief  in  the  Englishman’s  inalienable  right 
to  free  speech.  Indeed,  he  had  seen  two  abortive  attempts  to 
regulate  the  stage.  In  1733,  a  bill  was  introduced  for  this 
purpose  into  the  House  of  Commons;  it  was  debated  for 
two  hours,  and  that  was  the  end  of  it.  Two  years  later  Sir 
John  Barnard  brought  in  another  bill,  which,  with  the  active 
support  of  Walpole,  progressed  further;  but  that,  too,  was 
eventually  withdrawn  because  of  the  violence  of  the  opposi¬ 
tion  to  its  rigid  provisions  for  a  censorship.  Neither  bill 
was  very  seriously  regarded.* 

But  since  1735,  the  situation  had  changed.  Fielding  was, 
it  is  true,  strictly  correct  in  claiming  that  he  was  not  the 
first  to  bring  political  satire  on  the  stage.  There  was  Aris¬ 
tophanes,  whom  he  cited ;  but  an  appeal  to  the  Greek  drama¬ 
tist  could  not  have  been  very  effective.  There  were  Gay  and 
several  imitators  of  him  besides  Fielding ;  but  their  satirical 
strokes  were  incidental  or  by  way  of  allegory.  Going  far 
beyond  Gay,  Fielding  threw  off  the  disguise  altogether,  or 
made  the  political  allegory  thin  enough  for  the  intelligence 
of  the  most  stupid  in  his  audience.  His  satires  on  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  so  successful  that  the  managers  of  the  patent 
theatres  took  the  alarm ;  and  to  compete  with  him  they  were 
forced  to  provide  plays  of  a  decided  political  cast.  Such, 
for  instance,  was  Robert  Dodsley’s  “The  King  and  the 
Miller  of  Mansfield,”  performed  at  Drury  Lane  on  Febru¬ 
ary  1, 1737,  containing  in  the  songs  and  dialogue  remarks  on 
the  bribe  as  the  courtier’s  instrument  for  obtaining  what  he 
wants.  And  this  at  the  Theatre  Royal!  No  wonder  that 
Fielding’s  influence  was  looked  upon  by  the  Ministry  as 

*  W.  Nicholson,  “The  Struggle  for  a  Free  Stage  in  London,”  Boston,  1906, 
pp.  55-59. 
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thoroughly  dangerous.  Moreover,  he  was  making  his 
theatre,  in  appearance  if  not  in  reality,  an  adjunct  of  an 
aggressive  Opposition. 

It  may  be,  however,  that  the  Government  would  have 
taken  no  action  at  this  time  but  for  an  untoward  incident 
which  quickly  brought  matters  to  a  crisis.  In  the  preceding 
March,  “Common  Sense’ ’  published  a  scurrilous  attack  on 
Walpole  and  his  associates  entitled  “The  Vision  of  the 
Golden  Rump” — descriptive  of  a  god  worshipped,  not  in 
England,  but  in  far-off  India.  He  is  a  huge  idol  of  human 
shape,  except  that  his  legs  are  those  of  a  goat  terminating 
in  the  cloven  feet  of  the  devil.  His  head  is  of  wood,  his 
trunk  is  of  silver,  and  his  monstrous  posteriors,  whence  he 
derives  his  name,  are  of  pure  gold.  It  is  quite  unnecessary 
to  describe  here  the  scene  in  the  eastern  temple  as  the  god 
stands  with  his  back  to  the  congregation ;  and  the  wor¬ 
shippers,  with  strict  respect  to  their  rank  and  position,  fall 
prostrate  before  him  and  perform,  under  the  guidance  of 
the  chief  magician,  the  rites  expected  of  them.  They  are  all 
there — Walpole  with  his  subordinates  in  the  Ministry,  the 
Privy  Council,  the  Knights  of  the  Bath,  a  horde  of  place¬ 
men,  and  less  patently  the  King  and  Queen.  “The  Vision” 
ran  through  two  numbers  of  “Common  Sense”*  and  was 
extensively  reproduced  in  other  periodicals ;  while  from  the 
description  someone  immediately  drew  a  gross  caricature 
which  circulated  as  a  shilling  print  bearing  the  title :  ‘  ‘  The 
Festival  of  the  Golden  Rump.  Rumpatur,  quisquis  Rum- 
pitur  invidid.  Designed  by  the  Author  of  Common  Sense. 
Published  according  to  Act  of  Parliament.  ”f  The  current 
translation  of  the  Latin  motto  was:  “Whoever  envies  me, 
or  whoever  is  not  on  my  side,  let  him  be  rumped,” — the 
slang  for  disregarded  or  snubbed. 

The  next  step  was  to  turn  the  popular  satire  into  a 

*  March  19  and  26. 

t  British  Museum,  ‘  ‘  Political  and  Social  Satires,  ’  >  No.  2327. 
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dramatic  exhibition.  This  was  done  some  time  in  May  by 
an  unknown  wit  who  sent  a  two-act  farce,  called  “The 
Golden  Rump,”  to  Giffard  for  his  theatre  in  Lincoln’s  Inn 
Fields.  Giffard,  so  the  story  goes,  wishing  to  win  the 
favour  of  the  Ministry,  took  the  manuscript  to  Walpole 
who,  in  order  to  keep  the  piece  from  the  stage,  paid'  the 
manager  his  price  for  it,  then  made  extracts  of  its  “most 
treasonable  and  profane”  passages  and  laid  them  before 
the  King.  As  the  farce  was  thus  bought  off  and  never 
reached  a  printer,  it  cannot  be  determined  how  near  its 
satire  came  to  the  person  of  the  Kang;  but  Walpole,  it  would 
seem,  was  introduced  as  an  indecent  Harlequin  marshalling 
the  worshippers  around  the  golden  rump.  Naturally,  too, 
the  author  of  so  scandalous  a  production  concealed  his  name 
and  never  afterwards  claimed  the  honour  due  to  him.  It 
was  hinted  that  Walpole  himself  had  the  farce  written  by 
one  of  his  scribblers  as  a  cunning  device  for  bringing  to  an 
end  political  satire  on  the  stage.  This  view,  though  ac¬ 
cepted  by  several  recent  writers  on  Fielding  and  the  period,* 
is  preposterous.  The  idea  was  first  set  forth  as  a  jest  with 
no  expectation  that  it  would  ever  be  taken  seriously  by 
sober  historians.  Some  years  later,  Walpole’s  son  Horace, 
who  found  “an  imperfect  copy”  of  the  piece  among  his 
father’s  papers,  attributed  the  authorship  definitely  to 
Fielding. f  With  reference  to  this  statement,  it  is  a  safe 
remark  that  Fielding  would  never  have  given  to  another 
theatre  a  political  farce  certain  to  draw  away  from  his 
own  house  the  very  audience  on  which  he  was  depending 
for  the  support  of  his  company.  He  must  be  credited  with 
sufficient  business  sense  to  have  avoided  that.  Others 
besides  himself  were  then  writing  and  submitting  to  the 

*  W.  Nicholson,  for  example.  See  his  ‘  ‘  Struggle  for  a  Free  Stage  ’  ’  for  the 
literature  on  the  Licensing  Act. 

t  H.  Walpole,  ‘  ‘  Memoirs  of  the  Eeign  of  King  George  the  Second,  ’  ’  second 
edition,  1846,  I,  13-14. 
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theatres  these  “masques  drawn  to  the  life.”  So  many  of 
them,  says  Fielding  playfully,  were  sent  in  to  the  Hay- 
market  that  “a  large  buck-basket”  had  to  be  provided  to 
hold  them.  “The  Golden  Rump”  was  one  of  these  many 
allegorical  masques,  coming  no  one  knew  whence,  which 
Giffard  probably  picked  out  of  his  basket  at  Lincoln’s  Inn 
Fields,  and  turned  over  to  the  Prime  Minister  for  a  con¬ 
sideration.  Had  he  known  who  the  author  was,  he  could 
not  have  thus  sold  it.  Surely  not,  had  the  farce  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  him  by  Fielding. 

And  yet  the  positive  statement  of  Horace  Walpole  that 
Fielding  wrote  “The  Golden  Rump”  cannot  be  set  aside 
without  the  courtesy  of  an  explanation.  It  is  not  enough 
to  say  that  Horace  Walpole,  the  scandal-monger,  was  no¬ 
toriously  inexact  in  what  he  wrote  or  that  he  always  dis¬ 
played  special  hostility  towards  Fielding.  His  assertion, 
if  not  his  hostility,  clearly  had  its  source  in  family  tradition. 
Naturally  the  suspicions  of  his  father  would  have  pointed 
to  Fielding  as  the  author  of  the  farce  in  question ;  for  Field¬ 
ing  above  all  other  playwrights  had  most  openly  ridiculed 
him.  If  Sir  Robert  ever  read  “The  Historical  Register,” 
he  saw  himself  portrayed  there  in  a  manner  not  very  remote 
from  that  in  “The  Golden  Rump.”  In  fact,  there  was  no 
essential  difference  between  representing  Walpole,  fiddle  in 
hand,  dancing  a  jig  with  the  patriots,  and  representing  him 
dressed  as  Harlequin  and  dancing  around  the  golden  rump. 
His  suspicions  must  have  been  strengthened  two  years  later 
when  Fielding,  as  editor  of  “The  Champion,”  reproduced 
in  that  newspaper  the  old  print  of  “The  Festival  of  the 
Golden  Rump,  ’  ’  accompanied  by  an  article  having  the  frank 
indecency  of  the  original.  Here  were  grounds  quite  suffi¬ 
cient  for  fixing,  in  Walpole’s  mind,  “The  Golden  Rump” 
upon  Fielding. 

Once  in  possession  of  the  farce,  Walpole  made  immediate 
use  of  it  for  the  enactment  of  a  law  placing  the  stage  under 
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strict  censorship.  On  May  20,  the  House  of  Commons 
ordered  the  preparation  of  a  hill  for  this  purpose  by  way 
of  an  amendment  to  the  Vagrant  Act  of  Queen  Anne’s  time 
‘  ‘  relative  to  common  players  of  interludes.  ’  ’  In  pursuance 
of  this  order  the  so-called  Licensing  Act — really  Sir  John 
Barnard’s  bill  of  1735  revamped— was  introduced  on  May 
24,  and  pushed  rapidly  through  both  houses.  Its  design  was 
“the  regulation  of  theatrical  entertainments,  which,  from 
their  excess,  fill  both  town  and  country  with  idleness  and 
debauchery ;  and,  from  being  under  no  restraint,  exhibit  to 
the  publick  encomiums  on  vice,  and  laugh  away  the  sober 
principles  of  modesty  and  virtue.”  As  a  means  for  thus 
protecting  the  morals  in  both  town  and  country,  the  bill 
prohibited,  under  a  penalty  of  £50,  the  acting  for  “hire, 
gain,  or  reward”  of  any  play  or  dramatic  performance 
whatever  unless  previously  sanctioned  by  letters  patent 
from  the  Crown  or  licensed  by  the  Lord  Chamberlain.  By 
further  provisions  of  the  bill,  copies  of  all  plays  had  to  be 
submitted  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain  two  weeks  before  their 
performance,  and  all  theatres,  not  within  the  verge  of  the 
Court,  were  to  be  restricted  to  the  city  of  Westminster  and 
the  liberties  thereof. 

Against  the  drastic  measure,  Pulteney  led  the  Opposition 
in  the  House  of  Commons.  He  “roasted”  Walpole  for 
bringing  in  so  important  a  bill  near  the  close  of  the  session, 
when  many  members  were  absent  and  there  was  no  time  for 
adequate  debate,  and  charged  him  with  concealing  the  real 
intent  of  the  measure,  which,  under  the  pretext  of  adminis¬ 
tering  to  the  public  welfare,  was  aimed  at  silencing  criti¬ 
cisms  of  the  Ministry.  The  next  step,  he  declared,  would 
be  a  law  to  squelch  the  newspapers  also.  He  was  reminded, 
he  said,  of  the  old  story  concerning  Charles  the  Second, 
who,  seeing  a  man  in  the  pillory,  asked  the  crime,  and  was 
informed  that  “  ’twas  libelling  Lord  Clarendon.”  “Odds 
fish,”  cried  the  Kfing,  “why  did  not  the  fool  go  on  libelling 
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of  me !  He  must  now  sutler  for  libelling  this  great  man.  ’  ’ 
In  reply  Walpole  read  to  the  House  parts  of  “The  Golden 
Rump,  ’  ’  saying  that  he  was  indifferent  to  personal  ridicule, 
and  expressed  an  opinion  that  those  gentlemen  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  who  were  away  on  their  estates  were  better  employed 
there  than  they  would  be  in  speaking  against  the  present 
measure.  Except  for  this  passage  at  arms,  in  which  some 
other  members  took  part,  the  bill  moved  easily  through  its 
third  reading. 

During  its  progress  through  the  House  of  Lords,  the 
bill  met  with  the  opposition  of  Lord  Chesterfield,  who  there 
spoke  for  his  party  as  Pulteney  had  done  in  the  Commons. 
His  carefully  prepared  speech  has  been  often  praised  as  an 
eloquent  and  well-tempered  summary  of  the  arguments  for 
a  free  press  and  a  free  stage.  Lord  Hervey,  who  was  pres¬ 
ent,  said  that  it  was  “one  of  the  most  lively  and  ingenious 
speeches”  he  had  ever  heard  in  Parliament,  “full  of  wit, 
of  the  genteelest  satire,  and  in  the  most  polished,  classical 
style  that  the  Petronius  of  any  time  ever  wrote.”*  The 
speech  is  thought  to  rise  so  far  above  Chesterfield’s  other 
efforts,  that  there  have  been  surmises  that  he  was  aided  in 
its  composition  by  Fielding.  Any  direct  assistance  from 
Fielding,  however,  was  impossible.  Chesterfield’s  views 
were  mainly  those  of  his  party ;  and  where  he  deviated  from 

them,  he  displayed  no  intelligence  so  extraordinary  that  it 
may  not  be  credited  to  him  as  his  own.  If  the  desire  of  the 
Government  was  to  prevent  the  appearance  on  the  stage  of 
anything  held  to  be  “blasphemous,  seditious,  or  immoral,” 

then,  he  argued,  the  proposed  measure  was  unnecessary, 
since  the  existing  laws,  if  enforced,  would  accomplish  that 
end.  Why,  he  asked  in  irony,  did  not  the  Government  pros¬ 
ecute  the  author  of  “Pasquin” — a  farce  wherein  “the 
three  great  professions,  religion,  physic,  and  law,”  were 

*  Lord  John  Hervey,  “Memoirs  of  the  Reign  of  George  the  Second,”  1884, 
III,  143. 
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represented  “as  inconsistent  with  common  sense.”  Just 
as  Pulteney  had  done,  he  went  on  to  insinuate  that  the  real 
design  of  the  measure  might  be  quite  different  from  what 
it  professed  to  be.  In  this  connection,  he  would  remark  that 
when  a  man  in  public  life  ‘ 1  has  the  misfortune  to  incur  the 
hatred  or  contempt  of  the  people,”  an  audience  will  often 
apply  to  him  some  unlucky  phrase  in  a  play  never  intended 
for  ridicule.  Again,  a  man  “conscious  of  the  wickedness  or 
weakness”  of  his  conduct  sometimes  feels  uneasy  when  any 
disgraceful  act  whatever  becomes  the  object  of  satire. 
Likewise  “a  public  thief  is  as  apt  to  take  the  satire,  as  he 
is  apt  to  take  the  money,  which  was  never  designed  for 
him.  ’  ’  Human  nature  being  what  it  is,  an  innocent  drama¬ 
tist  may  be  punished  for  the  sins  of  others. 

In  this  way,  Chesterfield  meandered  on  through  banter, 
irony,  and  innuendo  to  the  conclusion  that  the  purpose  of 
the  bill  was  not  at  all  the  restraint  of  immorality,  but  the 
restraint  of  the  liberty  of  the  stage  in  criticising  public  men 
and  their  measures — a  function  of  the  theatre  that  had 
proved  most  useful  in  all  countries.  In  one  notable  passage, 
wrritten  clearly  with  Fielding  in  mind,  he  went  further  than 
this  and  claimed  that  the  bill  was  “an  encroachment  upon 
property.”  “Wit,  my  Lords,”  he  said,  “is  a  sort  of  prop¬ 
erty  ;  it  is  the  property  of  those  who  have  it,  and  too  often 
the  only  property  they  have  to  depend  on.  It  is  indeed  but 
a  precarious  dependence.  Thank  God !  we,  my  Lords,  have 
a  dependence  of  another  kind;  we  have  a  much  less  pre¬ 
carious  support,  and  therefore  cannot  feel  the  inconvenience 
of  the  bill  now  before  us ;  but  it  is  our  duty  to  encourage  and 
protect  wit,  whosoever ’s  property  it  may  be.  Those  gentle¬ 
men  who  have  any  such  property,  are  all,  I  hope,  our 
friends.  Do  not  let  us  subject  them  to  any  unnecessary  or 
arbitrary  restraint.  I  must  own,  I  cannot  easily  agree  to 
the  laying  of  any  tax  upon  wit;  but  by  this  bill  it  is  to  be 
heavily  taxed,  it  is  to  be  excised ;  for,  if  this  bill  passes,  it 

231 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

cannot  be  retailed  in  a  proper  way  without  a  permit,  and 
the  Lord  Chamberlain  is  to  have  the  honour  of  being  chief- 
gauger,  supervisor,  commissioner,  judge,  and  jury.  .  .  . 
As  the  stage  has  always  been  the  proper  channel  for  wit 
and  humour,  therefore,  my  Lords,  when  I  speak  against  this 
bill,  I  must  think,  I  plead  the  cause  of  wit,  I  plead  the  cause 
of  humour,  I  plead  the  cause  of  the  British  stage,  and  of 
every  gentleman  of  taste  in  the  kingdom.  ”* 

Chesterfield’s  eloquence  was  of  no  avail.  The  Licensing 
Act  passed  its  third  reading  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  June 
6,  1737,  and  duly  received  the  royal  assent  on  the  twenty- 
first  of  the  month.  By  its  provisions  were  closed,  on  June 
24,  the  three  unlicensed  theatres — Fielding’s  Little  Theatre 
in  the  Haymarket  and  the  two  houses  where  Giffard’s  com¬ 
pany  was  playing.  Nothing  remained  but  the  two  royal 
theatres — Drury  Lane  and  Covent  Garden — whose  patent¬ 
ees,  now  in  possession  of  a  complete  monopoly,  were  able, 
they  thought,  to  maintain  their  prices  for  seats  and  to  keep 
down  the  salaries  of  actors.  They  had,  however,  a  public 
somewhat  disaffected  to  deal  with,  and  they  were  subjected 
to  the  interference  of  a  licenser  of  plays  appointed  under 
the  Act  as  a  subordinate  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain.  It  was 
suggested  by  a  writer  in  ‘  ‘  Common  Sense  ’  ’  that  the  clause 
in  the  law  imposing  a  fine  of  £50  upon  the  performance  of 
an  unlicensed  play  for  “hire,”  might  be  evaded  by  making 
no  charge  for  seats.  A  rather  impracticable  idea,  it  would 
seem ;  but  Giffard,  letting  his  mind  work  upon  it,  eventually 
opened  his  theatre  in  Goodman’s  Fields  for  “concerts  of 
vocal  and  instrumental  music,  ’  ’  between  the  parts  of  which 
were  presented  gratis  his  usual  repertoire  of  plays.  The 
Government  winked  at  Giffard’s  clever  evasion  perhaps  as 
a  reward  for  services  rendered  in  running  to  Downing 
Street  with  “The  Golden  Rump.” 

‘ Letters  and  Works  of  Lord  Chesterfield,”  edited  by  Lord  Mahon 
1853,  V,  15-16. 
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But  the  situation  was  quite  different  with  Fielding.  He 
could  hope  for  no  consideration  from  the  Government,  for 
the  Licensing  Act  was  aimed  directly  at  him.  On  this 
point  there  is  evidence  of  the  most  positive  sort.  While 
the  bill  was  still  pending  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  “Ad¬ 
venturer  in  Politicks’’  published  in  “The  Daily  Gazetteer” 
for  the  fourth  of  June  a  full  rejoinder  to  all  that  Fielding 
had  said  in  his  dedication  to  “The  Historical  Register” 
and  in  the  letter  he  had  sent  to  ‘  ‘  Common  Sense.  ’  ’  It  was  a 
prosecutor’s  final  summary  of  the  case.  In  a  personal  ad¬ 
dress  to  Fielding,  the  spokesman  of  the  Ministry  asserted : 
“I  believe,  and  am  confident,  the  Government  had  no 
thought  of  vesting  any  power  in  any  great  officer’s  hands 
for  this  purpose,  had  not  you  pav’d  the  way  for  the  sub¬ 
version  of  the  stage,  by  introducing  on  it  matters  quite 
foreign  to  its  true  object;  and  by  making  yourself  a  tool 
to  the  indiscreet  mirth  of  some  great  men,  put  others  upon 
keeping  the  stage  within  its  proper  bounds.  ’  ’  And  in  more 
vigorous  phrases,  Chesterfield  or  one  of  his  subordinates 
declared  the  next  year  that  Walpole  “resolved,  since  he 
could  not  damn  the  poet,  to  ruin  him,  and  send  the  players 
[at  the  Haymarket]  a  begging.”*  Though  Fielding  sur¬ 
vived  the  blow,  and  several  of  his  company  found  employ¬ 
ment  at  the  royal  theatres,  most  of  them  were  indeed 
broken.  Lacy,  who  had  played  the  part  of  Fustian  in 
“Pasquin,”  supported  himself  for  several  years  as  lecturer 
and  conductor  of  musical  .entertainments  before  becoming, 
by  a  turn  of  good  fortune,  a  patentee  of  Drury  Lane. 
Others  were  reduced  to  vagabondage  and  drifted  to  debtors  ’ 
prisons.  Fielding,  be  it  said  to  his  credit,  submitted  quietly 
to  the  law.  He  did  not  act  upon  a  hint  that  “Pasquin”  be 
performed  gratis;  nor  did  he,  like  several  other  play¬ 
wrights  of  his  party,  write  and  publish  by  subscription 
further  dramatic  satires,  such  as  could  never  have  passed 

*  “Common  Sense,”  Oet.  28,  1738. 
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the  licenser  and  reached  the  stage.  He  obeyed  the  law  in 
its  spirit  as  well  as  in  its  letter. 

The  resentment  of  the  public  towards  a  measure  which 
deprived  them  of  “a  poet  whose  little  pieces”  were  for  two 
years  “the  delight  of  the  town,”  was  expressed  in  a  theatri¬ 
cal  riot  which  occurred  a  year  later.  At  the  opening  of  the 
dramatic  season  in  October,  1738,  the  Lord  Chamberlain 
issued  a  permit  to  a  company  of  French  players  to  act  at 
Fielding’s  theatre.  No  sooner  was  the  announcement  made 
in  the  newspapers  than  all  the  coffee-houses  from  the  East 
to  the  West  rang  with  indignation.  The  Lord  Chamberlain, 
they  declared,  was  granting  to  foreign  strollers  concessions 
which  he  refused  to  English  actors  who  were  starving  or 
lying  in  prison.  It  was  even  charged  by  the  Patriots  that 
the  Government  had  brought  over  the  French  comedians 
as  a  means  of  flaunting  its  power ;  and  the  charge  seems  to 
have  been  true.  So  loud  were  the  clamours  at  what  was 
regarded  as  an  insult  to  the  nation,  that  the  Government 
took  extraordinary  steps  for  the  protection  of  the  French 
actors  on  the  night  set  for  their  first  performance,  which 
was  the  ninth  of  October.  Two  files  of  Grenadiers,  with 
fixed  bayonets,  were  placed  on  the  stage;  two  justices  of 
the  peace  took  seats  in  the  pit ;  and  a  full  company  of  the 
Guards  was  stationed  outside  the  theatre.  At  the  first  sign 
of  disturbance,  one  of  the  justices  informed  the  audience 
that  the  play  must  be  acted,  for  such  was  “the  King’s  com¬ 
mand.”  A  spokesman  for  an  angry  house  replied  that  by 
common  custom  and  ancient  usage  an  audience  had  the 
right  to  show  its  dislike  to  any  play  or  actor,  and  that  the 
right  would  be  exercised  despite  the  presence  of  soldiers. 
A  terrible  uproar  followed ;  a  justice  began  to  read  the  Riot 
Act,  but  the  candle  was  snatched  from  his  hand,  and  he  was 
forced  to  order  the  Grenadiers  from  the  stage.  Whenever 
members  of  the  troupe  attempted  to  dance,  peas  in  great 
quantities  were  thrown  upon  the  stage;  whenever  they  at- 
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tempted  to  speak  their  parts,  they  were  greeted  with  cat¬ 
calls  and  the  noise  of  every  screeching  instrument  known 
to  the  theatre.  At  one  point  in  the  riot,  the  audience  by 
previous  arrangement  rose  and  sang  all  together  Fielding’s 
“Boast  Beef  of  Old  England,”  ending  with  three  huzzas! 
The  play  was  over.  The  town  could  not  force  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  to  grant  a  licence  to  Fielding’s  company,  but 
it  could  prevent  a  performance  by  another  company  at  his 
theatre.* 

The  loss  of  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket  was  also 
a  keener  disappointment  to  Fielding  himself  than  the  world 
knows.  For  seven  years,  his  main  support  had  been  his 
plays.  While  dependent  upon  other  theatres,  he  usually 
received,  as  became  the  custom,  only  the  receipts  on  his 
benefit  nights  after  the  payment  of  the  actors. f  There 
were  short  periods  in  the  first  years  when  his  purse  was 
empty,  but  except  for  the  lean  months  his  numerous  benefits 
enabled  him  to  live  easily  as  a  gentleman.  And  when  sub¬ 
sequent  to  his  marriage  he  opened,  in  order  to  increase  his 
income,  a  theatre  of  his  own,  he  displayed  unusual  skill  in 
adapting  his  art  to  the  temper  of  his  audience,  while  main¬ 
taining  his  wit  and  humour  at  their  highest  pitch.  But  he 
had  hardly  more  than  discovered  where  his  talent  lay  before 
his  dramatic  career  was  ended.  As  he  used  to  say,  “he  left 
off  writing  for  the  stage  when  he  ought  to  have  begun.” 
But  for  the  Licensing  Act  he  would  have  rebuilt  or  enlarged 
his  theatre  and  continued  to  delight  London  audiences  for 
another  decade  or  more.  On  Fielding’s  stage  rather  than 
Giffard’s,  Garrick  would  have  won  his  spurs.  Fielding  and 
Garrick,  working  together,  would  have  given  the  British 
theatre  a  fame  unequalled  since  the  days  of  Shakespeare. 

The  drama,  I  have  tried  to  make  clear,  was  to  Fielding 
much  more  than  a  means  of  support ;  it  was  his  soul ;  it  was 
his  life.  Underlying  all  his  plays — farce  as  well  as  comedy 

*  “Common  Sense,”  Oct.  21,  1738.  t  “The  Champion,”  Dec.  11,  1739. 
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— was  a  serious  intent.  The  young  man  thought  that  he 
was  performing  a  public  service  in  exposing  folly,  vice, 
and  corruption.  As  he  afterwards  looked  back  upon  the 
events  of  1737  and  their  consequences,  and  on  the  men  and 
women  whom  he  had  drawn  from  the  very  life  during  the 
years  of  his  apprenticeship,  they  all  seemed  to  him  in¬ 
comprehensible,  and  he  believed  that  they  would  thus  ap¬ 
pear  to  posterity.  Sane  and  unembittered,  he  so  expressed 
himself  in  a  striking  passage  that  has  barely  survived  to 
these  later  times : 

‘‘Several  Characters  which  were  receiv’d  with  great 
Applause  at  the  HaymarJcet  a  few  Years  since,  will  be  very 
little  relished  by  future  Ages,  who  will  probably  look  on 
them  only  as  absurd  Creatures  of  the  Poet’s  own  Brain. 
They  may  possibly  doubt  whether  there  ever  existed  an  im¬ 
pudent  Bookseller,  who  kept  Grub-street  Scriblers  at  his 
own  Expence  in  a  Garret,  to  traduce  the  Reputations  of  the 
best  Men,  and  the  Writings  of  the  greatest  Authors  of  his 
Time ;  whether  such  a  Contempt  was  ever  laid  on  the  Muses 
as  the  Preferment  of  a  Man  to  be  Poet  Laureate,  who  could 
not  write  either  Metre,  Grammar,  or  English;  whether  the 
Theatres  were  permitted  to  be  under  the  Government  of 
such  as  did  not  know  a  Tragedy  from  a  Comedy;  whether 
the  Publick  Taste  was  ever  suffer’d  to  be  debauch’d  at  a 
Time  when  the  Stage  was  under  a  Licencer,  by  introducing 
the  meanest,  absurdest,  childish  Entertainments,  and  ban¬ 
ishing  and  mangling  the  best  Plays  of  all  our  English  Poets 
on  their  Account ;  whether  Libels  on  the  greatest  Men  in  the 
Kingdom,  only  because  they  disdain’d  to  fall  in  with  the 
Corruption  of  the  Times,  were  spread  abroad  Gratis  for  a 
long  Continuance  over  the  whole  Nation.  .  .  .  They  may 
perhaps  doubt  whether  universal  Corruption  was  ever 
publickly  or  professedly  maintain’d  and  practiced  by  all 
Degrees  of  Men;  whether  by  means  of  such  Corruption, 
those  Persons  whom  the  whole  Kingdom  despise  and  detest, 
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should  be  able  to  shew  their  Faces, ‘and  retain  the  Power  of 
undermining  the  British  Liberties.  Lastly,  whether  the 
hundredth  Part  of  what  hath  been  thrown  on  one  Man,  be 
true,  or  was  indeed  possible  to  be  so.”* 

*  “The  Patriot,”  Edinburgh,  July  11,  1740;  quoted  from  “The  Champion,” 
apparently  for  July  1,  1740. 
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LAW  AND  JOURNALISM 
I 

A  month  before  the  passage  of  the  Licensing  Act,  Field¬ 
ing  intimated  in  his  dedication  to  “The  Historical  Regis¬ 
ter  ”  that,  should  his  theatre  be  suppressed,  he  would  carry 
the  war  against  “vice  and  imposture”  over  into  the  news¬ 
papers.  A  week  later  it  was  in  his  mind  that  he  might 
establish  a  new  organ  of  the  Opposition,  as  is  evident  from 
an  introductory  note  to  his  Pasquin  letter  to  “Common 
Sense”  for  May  21,  1737.  “As  I  have  yet  no  vehicle  of 
my  own,  I  shall  be  obliged  to  you,  ’  ’  he  writes  to  the  editor, 
“if  you  will  give  the  following  a  place  in  the  next  stage.” 
But  on  further  consideration  Fielding  must  have  seen  that 
it  was  not  an  opportune  moment  to  carry  out  his  design. 
There  were  already  half  a  dozen  anti-ministerial  news¬ 
papers  in  London,  the  best  of  which — “Common  Sense” — 
had  been  running  only  a  few  months,  and  they  were  all 
being  watched  closely  by  a  Government  determined  to  en¬ 
force  the  laws  against  libel.  During  June  several  men  con¬ 
nected  with  a  most  violent  Opposition  journal  called  “The 
Alchymist,”  were  arrested,  and  one  of  the  writers  was  sent 
to  Newgate.  The  next  month  various  contributors  to  “The 
Craftsman”  and  the  printer  and  publisher  of  “Fog’s 
Weekly  Journal”  were  taken  into  custody.  On  these  occa¬ 
sions,  it  was  usual  for  the  King’s  messenger  to  search  all 
papers  in  the  office  of  a  newspaper  and  to  break  up  the 
printing  press.  It  was  a  time  of  fear  and  trembling. 
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Probably  Fielding  could  find  no  supporters  for  his  pro¬ 
ject,  though  he  himself  may  have  been  ready  to  risk 
imprisonment  in  the  cause  of  free  speech. 

Why,  one  may  ask,  was  not  Fielding  taken  on  the  staff 
of  “Common  Sense”?  He  may,  indeed,  have  contributed 
a  few  articles  to  this  newspaper  on  general  subjects  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  theatre  and  the  nature  of  wit  and  humour;  but 
in  the  absence  of  direct  evidence,  there  are  none — except 
the  one  already  described — that  can  be  attributed  definitely 
to  him.  At  best  his  articles  could  have  been  but  occasional, 
much  as  Chesterfield  and  Lyttelton  may  have  wished  to 
make  use  of  his  talent ;  for  they  had  placed  the  immediate 
management  of  “Common  Sense”  in  the  hands  of  one  of 
the  best  informed  and  most  spirited  newspaper  writers  of 
the  period — Charles  Molloy,  an  Irishman  who  had  had  long 
experience  in  aggressive  journalism  against  Walpole. 
Molloy,  of  course,  could  not  be  displaced  even  for  Fielding. 
There  was  nothing  for  Fielding  to  do  except  to  retire  to 
his  farm  at  East  Stour,  and  make  plans  for  a  new  turn  in  his 
career.  Sometime  during  the  year  had  been  born  a  second 
daughter  named  Harriot  or  Harriet,  and  it  behooved  him  to 
find  an  occupation. 

Since  his  last  summer  at  East  Stour,  provision  had  been 
made  for  dividing  the  property  there,  which  had  remained 
in  trust  ever  since  the  death  of  his  mother,  Sarah  Fielding. 
The  division  was  now  rendered  necessary  by  the  fact  that 
his  brother  Edmund,  the  youngest  member  of  the  family, 
had  reached  his  majority.  Two  indentures,*  forming  a 
.part  of  the  transaction,  have  recently  come  to  light.  Both 
are  dated  February  3,  1737.  In  the  first  of  them,  the 
original  trustees — Davidge  Gould  and  William  Day — were 
relieved  of  their  trust  by  the  Fielding  children — Henry, 

*  Sold  at  Sotheby’s,  London,  Jnly  20,  1916.  See  Sotheby’s  Catalogue, 
1916  (pp.  135-136),  for  a  brief  description.  Copied  by  permission  of  the 
former  owner  of  the  documents. 
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Catherine,  Ursula,  Sarah,  Beatrice,  and  Edmund.  In  the 
second  indenture,  the  estate  was  conveyed,  by  Peter  Davies 
of  Wells  (in  whose  name  it  had  been  held),  the  two  trustees, 
Henry  Fielding,  and  his  brother  and  sisters,  to  Robert 
Stillingfleet,  a  lawyer  and  land  agent  who  appears  occa¬ 
sionally  in  the  local  records  of  Salisbury.  These  docu¬ 
ments  do  not  mean  a  sale  of  the  property.  By  them  the 
original  trust  was  dissolved  and  Robert  Stillingfleet  took 
the  place  of  Peter  Davies  “to  attend,”  in  legal  phrase,  “the 
fee  simple  and  inheritance  of  the  said  premises.”  The 
conveyance  of  the  estate  was  but  a  preliminary  step  to  its 
division  into  six  equal  parts  for  the  six  children  of  Edmund 
and  Sarah  Fielding.  And  if,  as  tradition  has  it,  Stilling¬ 
fleet  be  the  original  of  Dowling,  “the  attorney  from  Salis¬ 
bury”  who  plays  a  part  in  “Tom  Jones,”  he  turned  out  to 
be  a  scoundrel. 

No  further  details  of  the  transaction  have  yet  been  dis¬ 
covered;  but  that  the  estate  was  immediately  divided  may 
he  inferred  from  a  deed  of  the  next  year.  During  the 
Trinity  Term  of  1738,  Henry  Fielding  and  his  wife  Char¬ 
lotte  conveyed  to  “Thomas  Hayter,  Gentleman,”  for  the 
sum  of  £260,  “two  messuages,  two  dovehouses,  three  gar¬ 
dens,  three  orchards,  fifty  acres  of  land,  eighty  acres  of 
meadow,  one  hundred  and  forty  acres  of  pasture,  ten  acres 
of  wood,  and  common  of  pasture  for  all  manner  of  cattle 
with  the  appurtenances  in  East  Stour.”*  If  these  lands 
represented  Fielding’s  entire  share  in  the  estate,  they  were 
sold  for  half  what  was  paid  for  them.  Owing  to  neglect,  the 
farm  had  doubtless  depreciated  greatly  in  value ;  and  Field- 
ing,  in  need  of  money,  must  have  been  glad  of  a  purchaser. 
Fielding’s  days  at  East  Stour  were  now  over,  though 
certain  legal  matters  with  reference  to  the  estate  required, 
as  we  shall  see,  his  attention  a  few  years  later.  His  brother 
and  sisters,  it  would  appear,  did  not  dispose  of  their  shares 

*  London  Record  Office.  “Feet  of  Fines,  Dorset.  Trinity,  11-12  George  II.” 
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in  the  property  for  at  least  two  years.  Eventually,  it  is 
said,  the  entire  farm — house,  closes,  lands,  and  meadows 
where  Henry  Fielding  passed  his  boyhood — fell  into  the 
hands  of  Peter  Walter,*  the  rogue  who  figures  in  “Joseph 
Andrews”  as  Peter  Pounce. 

As  an  offset  to  such  depreciation  as  there  may  have  been 
in  the  value  of  the  farm  at  East  Stour,  the  Fieldings  had 
in  prospect  legacies  from  the  estate  of  their  uncle  George 
Fielding,  Lieutenant-Colonel  of  the  Royal  Horse  Guards, 
who  died  at  Windsor  in  the  summer  of  1738.  By  his  will, 
proved  on  September  28,  he  left  to  them  and  other  members 
of  the  Fielding  family  the  reversion  of  three  annuities,  of 
fifty,  thirty,  and  twenty  pounds  respectively,  after  the  death 
of  his  aunt  Mary  Cockayn  of  Richmond,  and  the  reversion 
of  a  very  handsome  annuity  of  two  hundred  and  ten  pounds 
on  the  death  of  Captain  John  Hawkins,  perhaps  the  hus¬ 
band  of  one  of  his  sisters.  By  the  terms  of  the  will  Henry 
Fielding  should  have  received  as  much  as  fifty  pounds  a 
year,  his  wife  Charlotte  sixty  pounds  a  year,  and  his 
brother  Edmund  and  each  of  his  four  sisters — Catherine, 
Ursula,  Sarah,  and  Beatrice — twenty  pounds  a  year. 
There  was  litigation  over  the  will,  and  a  part  of  the  annui¬ 
ties  may  have  been  sold  in  order  to  satisfy  certain  notes 
and  bonds  of  George  Fielding.  It  is  probable  also  that 
Charlotte  Fielding  never  came  into  possession  of  her 
annuity,  for  she  died  before  the  case  was  finally  settled. 
The  same  is  true  of  Edmund,  whose  career  was  cut  short 
by  death.  Entering  the  army,  Edmund  received  when  a 
mere  boy  his  commission  as  ensign  in  1733,  and  subse¬ 
quently,  on  March  22,  1740,  another  commission  in  the 
Royal  Inniskilling  Fusiliers.  In  1743  he  was  a  first  lieu¬ 
tenant  in  Colonel  Cochran’s  Regiment  of  Marines.  For  a 
time  he  was  stationed  at  Minorca.  After  the  contest  over 

*  “Salisbury  and  Winchester  Journal,”  Sept.  11,  1780. 
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his  uncle’s  will,  the  young  man  disappears  from  view.* 
Nor  is  it  positively  known  that  the  others  ever  obtained 
their  annuities.  The  chances,  however,  are  that  Henry 
Fielding  and  his  four  sisters  received  theirs,  though  there 
may  have  been  some  decrease  in  their  value.  A  legacy 
of  fifty  pounds  a  year  to  Henry  Fielding  with  his  growing 
family  must  have  been  most  welcome;  and  twenty  pounds 
a  year  to  each  of  his  sisters  besides  their  other  income 
enabled  them  to  live  together  as  poor  gentlewomen,  not 
quite  on  the  verge  of  distress.! 

In  the  meantime,  Fielding,  despite  his  full  thirty  years, 
had  decided  to  become  a  lawyer — a  profession  for  which  he 
had  been  destined  by  his  mother’s  family  and  towards 
which  he  had  long  had  an  inclination,  as  is  shown  by  his 
fondness  for  legal  phrases.  Almost  at  the  outset  of  his 
career  there  had  been  the  call  to  law  and  the  call  to  litera¬ 
ture.  The  immediate  necessities  of  his  purse  then  as 
always  determined  for  him  which  of  the  two  voices  he  should 
heed.  At  the  moment  he  could  see  no  opening  in  literature 
— the  royal  theatres  were  closed  against  him  and  the  news¬ 
papers  of  the  Opposition  were  full-manned.  In  the  circum¬ 
stances  he  might  better  risk  the  law,  in  the  hope  that  his 
own  and  his  wife’s  small  income,  eked  out  by  occasional 
hack-writing,  would  carry  him  through  to  the  bar.  Accord- 
ingly,  at  the  close  of  the  hunting  season  of  1737,  he  returned 
to  London  and  enrolled  as  a  student  at  the  Middle  Temple, 
where  his  cousin  Henry  Gould  had  been  admitted  to  the 

*  Mr.  J.  Paul  de  Castro  in  “Notes  and  Queries,”  12  S.  Ill,  217  (March 
17,  1917). 

t  The  will  of  George  Fielding  is  at  Somerset  House,  P.  C.  C.  213  Brodrepp. 
To  the  original  will,  dated  Aug.  16,  1733,  was  added  a  codicil  on  Jan.  19,  1735, 
and  another  on  March  1,  1737.  Charlotte  was  called  Catherine  by  mistake  in 
the  first  codicil.  Her  name,  which  of  course  does  not  appear  in  the  original 
will,  was  corrected  in  the  second  codicil.  For  the  litigation  over  the  will,  see 
Feet  of  Fines,  1745,  Book  A,  at  the  Becord  Office.  The  ease  was  heard  on 
March  15,  1745. 
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bar  three  years  before.  The  entry  in  the  books  of  the 
society  reads : 

1  Nov™  1737 

Henricus  Fielding,  de  East  Stour  in  Com  Dorset  Ar,  filius  et 
haeres  apparens  Brig:  Genlis;  Edmundi  Fielding  admissus  est  in 
Societatem  Medii  Templi  Bond  specialiter  et  obligatur  una  cum  etc. 

Et  dat  pro  fine  4.0.0. 

To  men  unacquainted  with  Fielding’s  antecedents  and 
character,  the  playwright  turned  into  a  law  student  was  a 
curious  sight.  One  “among  the  many”  who  were  unable 
to  understand  the  transformation,  made  the  incident  the 
occasion  of  a  poem  in  heroic  couplets  running  to  seventy- 
seven  lines.  It  bore  the  title  “An  Epistle  to  Mr.  Fielding, 
on  His  Studying  the  Law.”*  Who  the  anonymous  author 
was  it  would  be  vain  to  inquire,  for  he  says  that  Fielding 
himself  could  “scarce  guess.”  A  reader  can  only  wish 
that  the  gentleman’s  skill  in  verse  were  equal  to  his  admira¬ 
tion  of  Fielding : 

While  Others  feel  the  drowsy  Pow’r  of  Coke, 

Thy  Antidote  shall  be  some  well-tim’d  Joke; 

And  what  to  some  shall  seem  Herculean  Pain, 

Shall  only  be  th’  Amusement  of  thy  Brain. 

And  the  hope  was  expressed  that  Fielding  might  become  a 
Lord  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain : 

Accept  the  Hearty  Wish,  nor  take  it  ill, 

Plainness  is  Elegance  with  pure  Good  Will. 

0 !  may  the  plural  Fee  so  fertile  rise, 

Briareus’  Hands  to  take  shall  scarce  suffice: 

May  the  vast  Toil  be  paid  with  vast  Reward ; 

May  Furry  Honours  crown  the  Muse-lost  Bard : 

May  to  the  Orator  the  Member  follow, 

And  yield  at  last  a  Talbot  from  Apollo. 

*“  London:  Printed  in  the  Year  MJDCC.XXXVIII.  ”  The  poem  is  in 
the  Library  of  Harvard  University. 
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For  two  years  after  paying  his  fee  of  four  pounds,  Field¬ 
ing  applied  himself  to  the  study  of  law  without  the  inter¬ 
ruption,  so  far  as  is  known,  of  other  work  save  for  a  pos¬ 
sible  contribution  now  and  then  to  “Common  Sense. ” 
Though  much  older  than  his  fellow  students,  he  easily  fell 
into  their  ways  of  life,  and  they  became  strongly  attached 
to  him.  On  these  points,  his  first  biographer  has  left  a 
crimson  passage,  from  which  I  must  clip  the  closing  phrases 
and  keep  them  until  I  have  told  the  real  story  of  Fielding’s 
life.  “The  friendships,”  says  Murphy,  “he  met  with  in 
the  course  of  his  studies,  and,  indeed,  through  the  remainder 
of  his  life,  from  the  gentlemen  of  that  profession  in  general, 
and  particularly  from  some,  who  have  since  risen  to  be  the 
first  ornaments  of  the  law,  will  for  ever  do  honour  to  his 
memory.  His  application,  while  he  was  a  student  in  the 
Temple,  was  remarkably  intense;  and  though  it  happened 
that  the  early  taste  he  had  taken  of  pleasure  would  occa¬ 
sionally  return  upon  him,  and  conspire  with  his  spirit  and 
vivacity  to  carry  him  into  the  wild  enjoyments  of  the  town, 
yet  it  was  particular  in  him,  that,  amidst  all  his  dissipa¬ 
tions,  nothing  could  suppress  the  thirst  he  had  for  knowl¬ 
edge,  and  the  delight  he  felt  in  reading.” 

Though  what  Murphy  loosely  asserts  of  Fielding’s  dissi¬ 
pations,  as  if  they  were  unusual  in  young  men  of  the  time, 
should  be  taken  with  some  abatement,  all  the  rest  is  con¬ 
firmed  by  the  array  of  lawyers  and  judges  who  subscribed 
to  Fielding’s  “Miscellanies”  in  1743.  They  number  more 
than  two  hundred.  Of  the  men  with  whom  Fielding  asso¬ 
ciated  at  the  Middle  Temple,  was  Charles  Pratt,  an  old 
Etonian,  who  long  afterwards  rose  to  the  Lord  Chancellor¬ 
ship  and  died  as  Earl  Camden.  He  is  remembered  in  the 
United  States  for  the  stand  he  took  against  the  Stamp  Act 
and  other  measures  for  the  direct  taxation  of  the  Colonies. 
His  meeting  with  Fielding  is  specifically  mentioned  in  cer¬ 
tain  memoranda  which  his  nephew  George  Hardinge,  a 
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Welsh  judge  and  one  time  member  of  Parliament  for  Old 
-Sarum,  left  towards  a  biography  of  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
The  note  reads:  “Fond  of  convivial  habits  and  convivial 
talents — but  abstaining  from  vice  .  .  .  formed  an  acquaint¬ 
ance  with  Hawkins  Brown  and  with  Henry  Fielding  .  .  . 
became  intimate  with  Lord  Northington  .  .  .  called  to  the 
bar — very  little  business — hated  it— was  often  going  to 
leave  it.  ’  ’*  As  Pratt  was  admitted  to  the  bar  at  the  Middle 
Temple  in  1738,  he  should  have  met  Fielding  there  soon 
after  the  latter’s  entrance  upon  his  legal  studies.  Isaac 
Hawkins  Browne,  wit  and  poet,  was  a  barrister  of  Lincoln’s 
Inn.  He  subsequently  became  a  Member  of  Parliament ;  he 
wrote  a  poem  on  a  pipe  of  tobacco,  and  in  a  more  serious 
mood  another  on  the  immortality  of  the  soul.  The  three 
men,  all  Patriots,  all  lovers  of  wine  and  conversation,  all 
quite  uncertain  of  the  future,  may  well  have  sat  together  in 
London  taverns  till  far  into  the  night,  talking  over  their 
prospects  in  a  profession  concerning  which  they  had  pro¬ 
found  misgivings.  With  them  was  probably  Lord  North¬ 
ington.  He  was  the  Robert  Henley  who  subscribed  to 
Fielding’s  “Miscellanies.”  Like  Pratt  he  drank  freely  and 
became  a  Lord  Chancellor.  There  is  a  story  that,  when 
suffering  from  the  gout  in  later  life  as  a  result  of  early 
indiscretions,  he  was  heard  to  mutter  to  himself  in  the 
House  of  Lords :  “If  I  had  known  that  these  legs  were  one 
day  to  carry  a  Chancellor,  I’d  have  taken  better  care  of 
them  when  a  lad.  ’  ’ 

But  there  is  the  other  side  of  the  picture.  The  zeal  with 
which  Fielding  entered  upon  his  new  studies  may  be  in¬ 
ferred  from  the  large  library  of  law  books  which  he  is 
known  to  have  possessed  at  a  later  period.  These  books, 
numbering  several  hundred,  he  began  to  collect  at  the  very 
beginning,  as  may  be  seen  by  quotations  from  them  in  ‘  ‘  The 
Champion.  ’  ’  He  had  all  the  statutes  at  large,  with  various 

*  John  Lord  Campbell,  “Lives  of  the  Lord  Chancellors,”  1846,  V,  356. 
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abridgments  and  readings  thereon,  nearly  all  the  reports 
in  law,  cases  in  Chancery,  treatises  on  Roman  law,  Crown 
law,  conveyancing,  poor  laws,  parish  laws,  forest  laws,  and 
so  on  through  the  catalogue  of  books  necessary  to  a  well- 
equipped  lawyer  down  to  the  handbooks  and  dictionaries 
which  he  liked  to  ridicule.  He  was  particularly  interested, 
says  Murphy,  in  Crown  law.  His  copy  of  Hawkins ’s  1 1  Pleas 
of  the  Crown,’’  when  it  emerged  from  his  library,  was 
indeed  annotated  “with  a  great  number  of  manuscript 
notes”  in  his  own  hand;  and  his  copy  of  Wood’s  “Institute 
of  the  Laws  of  England”  was  “interleaved  with  manuscript 
notes,  ’  ’  likewise  of  his  own  making.  In  line  with  these  lost 
manuscripts,  have  survived  two  undated  pages  of  notes 
perhaps  to  be  identified  with  leaves  once  inserted  in  Wood’s 
treatise,  containing  three  lists  of  offences  against  the  King 
— “offences  against  the  King  and  his  State  immediately, 
which  the  law  terms  High  Treason,”  “offences  against  him 
in  a  general  light  as  touching  the  Commonwealth  at  large, 
as  Trade,  etc.,”  “offences  against  him  as  supreme  Magis¬ 
trate,  etc.”*  These  fragments,  long  preserved  in  the 
Morrison  Collection  of  Manuscripts,  may  carry  us  directly 
back  to  Fielding  at  the  Middle  Temple. 

It  has  usually  been  taken  for  granted  that  Fielding  lived 
alone  in  lodgings,  apart  from  his  family,  while  studying 
law.  This  seems  fairly  certain  only  for  the  first  year  and 
somewhat  more.  Where  in  the  meantime  were  Mrs.  Field¬ 
ing  and  the  children?  By  1738  at  the  latest  they  left  the 
farm  at  East  Stour.  The  probability  is  that  they  were 
settled  as  early  as  the  winter  of  1737-1738  at  Salisbury, 
and  that  Fielding  thereafter  made  this  town  his  home  for 
several  years  when  away  from  London.  According  to  local 
tradition,  the  Fieldings  lived  for  a  time  in  a  gabled  house 
within  the  Cathedral  Close  belonging  to  the  Minor  Canons. 

Catalogue  of  the  Collection  of  Autograph  Letters  and  Historical  Docu¬ 
ments  ...  by  Alfred  Morrison,”  II,  London,  1883. 

246 


LAW  AND  JOURNALISM 

It  is  the  first  house  to  the  left,  much  altered  in  exterior,  as 
one  enters  through  St.  Ann’s  Gate.  Nearly  opposite,  next 
to  the  Gate,  lived  James  Harris,  author  of  the  once  famous 
“Hermes.”  Some  years  later  Fielding  referred  to  him 
approvingly  as  “my  friend”;*  and  Harris  wrote  of  Field¬ 
ing  as  “a  witty  friend  of  mine,”  whose  “uninterrupted 
pleasantry”  flowed  from  a  most  fertile  genius. f  It  was  in 
conversation  with  Harris  that  Fielding  cursed  the  inventor 
of  fifth  Acts.  Of  the  relations  between  the  two  men  we 
shall  hear  more. 

Another  tradition  connects  Fielding  with  a  larger  house, 
now  gone,  near  Salisbury — a  mansion  of  red  brick  with 
Gothic  roof,  at  the  foot  of  Milford  Hill,  and  within  the 
parish  of  St.  Martin’s,  where  his  grandmother  Gould  and 
the  Cradocks  had  lived.  A  fine  mantel-piece  and  some  of 
the  panelling — nothing  more — were  used  in  the  modern 
Gothic  structure  that  has  displaced  the  old  manor  house  of 
Fielding’s  time.  In  a  large  and  beautiful  rear  garden  a 
stream  has  been  let  in  from  the  river  with  overhanging 
limes,  and  a  little  way  down  the  stream  is  a  garden  house 
where,  they  say,  Fielding  used  to  sit  and  write.  That  Field¬ 
ing  did  at  some  time  live  there  for  a  few  months  is  quite 
likely.  The  property  then  belonged  to  the  Swayne  family, 
the  last  of  whom — Bennet  Swayne — died  unmarried  at 
Epsom,  Surrey,  in  1748,  and  to  whose  memory  a  monument 
was  erected  in  St.  Martin’s  Church.  Being  a  bachelor  who 
spent  his  time  in  London  and  at  watering-places,  he  would 
have  had  no  use  for  the  house  of  his  ancestors  and  would 
have  been  glad  to  let  it  to  a  gentleman  whom  he  had  known 
since  boyhood.  But  it  seems  more  appropriate  to  think  of 
Fielding  as  leaving  his  wife  and  children  at  first  within  the 
quiet  and  protection  of  the  Cathedral  Close,  and  to  regard 
the  red  brick  mansion  with  extensive  grounds  as  a  second 
residence  of  uncertain  date.  Though  beyond  reasonable 

*“ Miscellanies, ’ ’  1743,  I,  122.  t  “Philological  Inquiries,”  1781,  p.  163. 

247 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

doubt  Fielding’s  family  remained  for  a  time  at  Salisbury 
and  be  visited  them  often,  it  must  be  admitted  in  conclu¬ 
sion  that  the  statement  rests  upon  no  positive  evidence.  An 
examination  of  the  Corporation  records  fails  to  reveal  any 
taxes  levied  against  him  in  Salisbury.  Hence  he  held  no 
formal  lease  of  a  house  there. 

One  certain  glimpse,  however,  we  get  of  Fielding  at  this 
time  in  a  note,  dated  July  9,  1739,  but  without  name  of 
place,  which  he  sent  up  to  a  London  bookseller — John 
Nourse  without  Temple  Bar.  It  runs  as  follows: 

“Mr.  Nourse, 

Disappointments  have  hitherto  prevented  my  paying  yr 
Bill,  which,  I  shall  certainly  do  on  my  coming  to  Town  which 
will  be  next  Month.  I  desire  the  favour  of  yu  to  look  for  a 
House  for  me  near  the  Temple.  I  must  have  one  large 
eating  Parlour  in  it  for  the  rest  shall  not  be  very  nice.  Rent 
not  upwards  of  £40  p.  an :  and  as  much  cheaper  as  may  be. 
I  will  take  a  Lease  for  Seven  years.  Yr  Answer  to  this 
within  a  fortnight  will  much  oblige 

Yr  Humble  Serv* 

Henky  Ffielding. 

I  have  got  Cro :  Eliz. 

July  9th  1739.  ”* 

Between  the  lines  of  this  letter,  brief  as  it  is,  much  may  be 
read.  Fielding  is  in  the  country — at  Salisbury  probably — 
with  his  family.  He  is  unable  to  pay  for  the  law  books  with 
which  Mr.  Nourse  has  been  supplying  him;  and  when  he 
next  comes  to  London,  he  will  bring  his  wife  and  daughters 
with  him  and  take  a  house  within  easy  reach  of  the  Temple. 
There  will  be  no  more  living  by  himself  in  lodgings. 
Where,  we  may  wonder,  were  the  forty  pounds  rent  to  come 
from?  The  book — “Cro:  Eliz.” — which  he  had  obtained 

*  Taken  from  the  original  in  the  Huth  Library— Miss  G.  M.  Godden,  “Henry 
Fielding,”  pp.  94-95. 
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without  Mr.  Nourse’s  help,  was  Sir  George  Croke’s  Re¬ 
ports  covering  the  years  1580-1640  and  written  in  Norman- 
French.  It  was  rather  crabbed  reading,  one  would  think, 
for  the  summer.  Croke’s  Reports,  however,  amused 
Fielding  and  he  parodied  the  style  a  few  months  later  in 
“The  Champion.” 

Perhaps  it  was  the  expense  of  maintaining  a  house  in 
London  that  drove  Fielding,  on  coming  to  town,  to  revive 
the  project  of  a  newspaper.  What  he  received  for  his  lands 
at  East  Stour  could  not  have  lasted  long.  The  time  was 
more  favourable  for  a  new  periodical  than  it  had  been  two 
years  before.  Since  then  “The  Alchymist”  had  dis¬ 
appeared;  “Common  Sense”  had  suffered  from  a  revolt 
of  several  writers,  so  that  “Common  Sense”  and  “Old 
Common  Sense”  ran  for  a  time  as  rivals ;  and  “The  Crafts¬ 
man,”  long  the  leading  organ  of  the  Opposition,  had  been 
so  badly  managed  that  its  circulation  had  shrunk  a  full 
half — from  4,500  copies  at  an  issue  to  only  2,000.*  Wal¬ 
pole,  growing  older  and  infirm,  was  weakening  under  the 
impassioned  assaults  of  Pitt;  and  Bolingbroke  had  re¬ 
turned  from  France  as  adviser  of  the  Opposition.  The 
great  question  before  the  people  was  now  Spain’s  inter¬ 
ference  with  British  trade  in  her  American  colonies,  her 
claim  of  the  right  to  search  British  vessels  on  the  high 
seas,  and  the  barbarities  which,  it  was  alleged,  she  had 
inflicted  on  British  seamen.  A  certain  Captain  Jenkins 
appeared  before  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
bringing  with  him  one  of  his  ears  in  a  box,  which  he  said 
had  been  cut  off  seven  years  before  by  a  Spanish  coast¬ 
guard.  The  young  leaders  of  the  Opposition  were  for 
immediate  war  with  Spain;  and  the  Ministry,  though  op¬ 
posed  to  war,  was  soon  forced  to  give  way  to  the  passions 
of  the  people.  War  was  declared  in  October,  1739.  Young 
men  everywhere  lined  up  with  the  war  party,  which  was 

*“The  Patriot,”  Oct.  24,  1740. 
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especially  strong  in  London  and  in  the  coast  towns  where 
the  merchant  class  predominated.  They  regarded  Walpole 
as  a  traitor,  bent  upon  the  enrichment  of  himself  and  family, 
and  caring  nothing  for  the  general  prosperity  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  Like  the  rest,  Fielding  was  stirred  by  the  war  spirit 
and  felt  the  patriotic  impulse.  He  knew,  too,  that  news¬ 
papers  thrive  on  war.  London  printers  and  booksellers 
were  aware  of  that  also. 

Accordingly,  a  partnership  was  formed  for  publishing 
“The  Champion,”  Fielding’s  first  newspaper.  There  were 
at  least  seven  partners,  probably  eight,  with  Fielding  at  the 
head.  His  associates  were  a  group  of  six  or  seven  London 
booksellers,  including  Henry  Chappelle,  Lawton  Gfilliver 
(formerly  printer  of  “The  Grub-street  Journal”),  and 
John  Nourse,  to  whom  he  was  in  debt  for  books.  The 
printing  was  undertaken  by  “J.  Huggonson  in  Sword  and 
Buckler  Court,  over-against  the  Crown-Tavern  on  Lud- 
gate  Hill.”  To  Fielding  were  assigned  “two  sixteenth 
shares”  in  the  partnership.*  As  an  assistant  editor,  he 
engaged  James  Ralph,  who  had  aided  him  in  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  Little  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket,  and  was  then 
directing  “The  Universal  Spectator.”  The  two  men  soon 
received  from  the  ministerial  press  the  facetious  names  of 
Sir  Hudibras  and  Squire  Ralpho.  Behind  the  undertaking 
were  doubtless  Fielding’s  friends  in  Parliament.'  He  be¬ 
came  effusive  in  praises  of  Argyle,  Chesterfield,  Lyttelton, 
and  Carteret.  In  honor  of  the  Duke  of  Richmond,  to  whom 
he  had  dedicated  ‘  ‘  The  Miser,  ’  ’  he  began  and  afterwards 
completed  a  poem  called  “Of  Good  Nature,”!  placing 
above  all  other  titles  of  the  Duke  his  generosity  and  good¬ 
ness.  And  a  new  friend  was  found  in  George  Bubb  Dod- 

*  For  details  of  the  partnership,  see  Miss  G.  M.  Godden,  “Henry  Fielding,” 
pp.  100,  115,  138-139. 

t  “  The  Champion,”  Nov.  27,  1739.  See  J.  E.  Wells,  “Modern  Language 
Review,”  Jan.,  1912. 
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ington,  a  clever  and  witty  gentleman,  who  had  left  Walpole 
for  the  Patriots.  For  some  time  Dodington  had  been 
employing  Ralph  to  write  bitter  denunciations  of  the  Min¬ 
istry  in  the  newspapers ;  and  Fielding,  in  the  heat  of  party 
zeal,  addressed  to  him  a  poem  “On  True  Greatness” 
wherein  Dodington  is  styled  the  Maecenas  of  the  age.  Dod¬ 
ington  was  indeed  a  generous  patron  of  literature ;  and  the 
indications  are  that  Fielding  received  substantial  support 
from  him  in  the  new  enterprise. 

The  first  number  of  Fielding’s  periodical  made  its  ap¬ 
pearance  on  Thursday,  November  15,  1739,  bearing  the 
title  of  “The  Champion;  or,  British  Mercury”  with  the 
announcement  that  it  would  be  continued  every  Tuesday, 
Thursday,  and  Saturday  morning  at  three  halfpence  a 
copy.*  Like  most  newspapers  of  the  time  it  had  four 
pages — thirteen  and  a  half  inches  in  length  and  ten  inches 
in  width,  including  margins.  It  professed  to  have  as 
author  (editor  we  should  now  call  him)  “the  celebrated 
Capt.  Hercules  Vinegar,  of  Hockley  in  the  Hole”;  and  a 
design  depicting  Hercules  slaying  the  Hydra  with  a  huge 
club  divided  the  two  parts  of  the  title.  In  the  back¬ 
ground  were  Westminster  bridge  and  the  dome  of  St. 
Paul’s. 

The  military  name  which  Fielding  assumed  was  derived 
from  one  adopted  by  a  cudgel-player  who  was  performing, 
back  in  1731,  at  the  bear-garden  in  Hockley  in  the  Hole, 
Clerkenwell,  and  in  other  rings  such  as  the  one  at  Totten¬ 
ham.  He  was  known  in  fact  all  over  London  and  became 
the  manager  of  a  company  that  entertained  the  public  with 
a  series  of  boxing  matches  or  prize  fights,  ending  with  the 
appearance  of  the  great  champion  himself,  who  had  dis¬ 
covered  an  “easy  and  concise  way  of  breaking  logger- 
heads.  ”  In  July,  1731,  was  published  a  sixpenny  pamphlet, 
no  copy  of  which  seems  to  be  extant,  purporting  to  be  a 

*  “  The  London  Daily  Post,”  Nov.  12,  1739. 
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vindication  of  the  champion’s  character  and  conduct  as  a 
gentleman.  It  was  entitled:  “An  Answer  to  one  Part  of 
a  late  infamous  Libel,  reflecting  on  Captain  Vinegar  and 
the  late  worthy  Jonathan  Wilde.  .  .  .  In  a  Letter  to  Mr. 
James  F — gg,  the  supposed  Author  thereof.”  The  pam¬ 
phlet  may  have  been  what  it  claimed  to  be,  but  it  was  prob¬ 
ably  a  mere  skit  aimed  at  James  Figg,  another  prize-ring 
champion.  Captain  Vinegar  survived  this  facetious  use  of 
his  pseudonym  and  lived  to  see  it  employed  by  Aaron  Hill 
in  explaining  why  he  gave  the  name  of  “The  Prompter”  to 
the  semi-weekly  periodical  which  he  established  three  years 
later.  In  the  fourteenth  number  of  that  publication,  Hill 
wrote:  “There  is  a  Prompter,  of  athletic  abilities,  com¬ 
monly  known  in  the  Fields  of  Mars,  about  this  city,  under 
the  military  title  of  Captain  Vinegar;  whose  task  it  is,  to 
clear  the  ring,  from  trumpery,  in  order  to  make  way  for 
entrance  of  those  Patriot  Champions,  who  devote  their 
heads,  in  combat,  to  the  publick  renown  of  their  country.” 
Hill  thus  likened  himself  to  Captain  Vinegar,  the  bear¬ 
garden  manager,  who  drove  from  the  ring  all  but  the  real 
fighters,  such  as  the  Patriots,  who  were  there  to  break  their 
heads.  Fielding  announced  himself  as  the  very  Captain 
Hercules  Vinegar  who  had  formerly  been  the  terror  of  the 
ring,  and  was  now  resolved  to  strike  down  with  his  club 
every  abuse  that  came  in  his  way,  while  protecting  always 
the  innocent.  He  proclaimed  himself  the  Censor  of  Great 
Britain,  and  the  Champion  of  Virtue,  Honour,  and  Patriot¬ 
ism.  Sometimes  dropping  the  figure,  he  would  say  that  he 
had  decided  to  lay  aside  the  sword  for  the  pen  and  would 
tickle  rather  than  bruise  mankind  into  good  manners.* 

Developing  the  fiction  whimsically,  Fielding  drew 
sketches,  in  the  first  numbers  of  “The  Champion,”  of 
other  members  of  the  Vinegar  family  who  were  to  aid 

*  For  the  literature  on  Captain  Vinegar,  see  J.  E.  Wells,  ‘  ‘  Modern  Language 
Review,”  April,  1913. 
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the  bear-garden  hero  in  conducting  the  newspaper.  The 
Captain’s  father,  Mr.  Nehemiah  Vinegar,  who  was  so 
thoroughly  versed  in  affairs  at  home  and  abroad  that  he 
could  foretell  long  beforehand  what  was  going  to  happen, 
consented  to  supply  the  politics,  though  not  always  under 
his  own  name.  His  brother  William,  a  Counsellor  of  the 
Middle  Temple,  would  deal  with  all  matters  relating  to 
the  laws  of  the  kingdom.  The  Counsellor’s  son  John, 
having  degrees  from  Oxford,  promised  to  look  after  the 
medical  part  of  the  paper  and  to  “publish  some  prescrip¬ 
tions  of  great  use.”  The  Captain’s  brother  Nol,  a  pro¬ 
found  classical  scholar,  a  great  admirer  of  Dr.  Bentley, 
whose  notes  on  Milton  he  thought  worth  their  weight  in 
gold,  would  undertake  to  criticise  the  critics  of  the  age; 
while  the  Captain’s  two  sons  about  town — Tom  and  Jack — 
were  ordered  to  report  on  the  theatres,  assemblies,  and 
amusements  of  all  kinds;  the  former  being  an  adept  in 
damning  the  best  plays  on  the  first  night,  and  the  latter 
being  skilled  in  living  like  a  gentleman  without  an  allow¬ 
ance  from  his  father  or  other  visible  means  of  support. 

The  Captain  was  provided  with  a  wife  Joan,  very  loqua¬ 
cious  and  inclining  to  a  scold,  and  yet  extremely  tender¬ 
hearted,  who,  as  she  was  everywhere  well  received  in  polite 
families,  would  be  able  to  give  the  readers  some  domestic 
“particulars  of  an  higher  nature  than  can  possibly  reach 
the  ears  of  vulgar  news-writers.”  The  Captain  himself, 
who  had  resigned  the  sword  for  the  pen,  reserved  as  his 
own  particular  field  all  affairs  relating  to  the  army.  His 
great  club,  which  had  “a  very  strange  and  almost  incred¬ 
ible  quality”  of  falling,  of  its  own  accord,  upon  knaves  of 
every  sort,  he  promised  to  keep  chained  over  the  mantel¬ 
piece  unless  some  uncommon  vice  or  folly  required  that  it 
be  taken  down;  and  the  ladies  were  assured  that  in  their 
presence  the  magic  club  rarely  made  any  threatening  move¬ 
ments  of  its  own  volition,  either  because  they  were  all 
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virtuous  or  because  it  had  acquired,  by  long  association, 
the  gallant  behaviour  that  characterized  the  owner.  The 
Captain  further  announced  that  at  times  he  would  erect 
a  Court  of  Judicature,  with  himself  as  sole  judge,  before 
whom  might  be  summoned,  tried,  and  sentenced  grave 
offenders  whom  the  imperfect  laws  of  the  kingdom  never 
reach.  There  was  to  be  no  capital  punishment,  but  he 
intended  so  to  deal  with  the  guilty  that  they  would  be 
willing  to  hang  themselves.  Such  punishments  as  should 
be  necessary  were  to  be  executed  on  the  stage  of  Drury 
Lane  theatre  “between  the  second  and  third  music.”  This 
would  enable  people  of  fashion,  who  are  great  lovers  of 
executions,  to  view  the  spectacle  at  their  ease,  and  would 
also  draw  “larger  audiences,  than  at  present  frequent  our 
theatres.” 

These  imaginary  Vinegars,  in  line  with  Steele’s  imagi¬ 
nary  Bickerstaffs  in  “The  Tatler,”  formed  a  pleasant  de¬ 
vice  for  multiplying  the  very  few  writers  of  “The  Cham¬ 
pion” — Fielding,  Ralph,  and  stray  correspondents,  with 
perhaps  an  occasional  contribution  from  Lyttelton  or 
another  light  of  the  Opposition.  A  typical  number  of  the 
paper  consisted  of  a  leader  (or  two  or  three  shorter  pieces 
taking  its  place),  often  a  literary  article,  home  and  foreign 
news,  a  “Journal  of  the  War,”  and  advertisements.  Some¬ 
times  the  foreign  news  was  burlesqued  under  the  head  of 
“Political  Amusements”;  and  the  department  of  “Home 
News”  usually  contained  one  or  more  hits  at  Walpole 
and  his  “Gazetteer.”  Occasionally  appeared  a  list  of 
“Rumours,”  followed  by  lists  of  the  “Married”  and  of  the 
“Dead,”  concluding  with  “Puffs”  on  the  living  extracted 
from  other  newspapers.  The  share  that  Fielding  had  in 
this  entertaining  medley  has  never  been  critically  deter¬ 
mined.  Murphy  thought  the  problem  impossible  of  solution, 
and  Fielding’s  recent  biographer,  Miss  Godden,  seems  to 
agree  with  him.  But  Professor  Wells  has  shown  that  the 
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ADVERTISER* 


By  Gapt  HERCULES  VINEGAR,  of  Pall-mall. 


THURSDAY,  Jun*  i4,  1740. 

(to  be  continiud  every  Tue&nfi  Thurfday,  and  Saturday  Eikniag.  } 


Per  varies  Cafus,  per  tot  Difcrtmi* 0  Rmm.  I 

Vtio. 

■  HEN  firft  I  common i- 
|  cated  my  Defign  of  taking 
1  the  Pen  to  my  Book- 
Iter,  who  is  a  Man  of 
much  Knowledge  in  fait 
I  Proft-ffioo,  be  fnook  hit 
I  Head,  and  anfwer’d  me, 
4b !  Sir,  there  are  a 
jrat  many  ‘Papers  in  t be 
World  already.  He  is  a 
dole  Perfbn,  and  tjf  very  few  Words:  For  which 
Reaftm,  aft  who  know  him  catch  eagerly  hold  of 
every  Thing  be  delivers,  which,  as  it  it  often  as 
obfeurc,  io  we  treat  it  with  the  Reverence  of  an 
Oracle. 

In  the  lame  Manner  I  behaved  to  him  on  this 
Qccafion,  1  a  ik’d  him  “  If  he  thought  there  was 
“  any  cxrraoxduary  Merit  in  any,  he  anfwcr'd. 
u  No.  Do  you  imagine  it  impoftible  to  excel 
“  them  I  No.  It  there  fo  much  Weight  in  Pre- 
“  poflrfSon  and  Favour  ?  And  air  (bate  of  them 
“  lo  well  eftabli/h'd  in  the  Opinion*  of  the  Peo- 
“  pie  ?  Thu  have  it? 

Indeed,  1  have  had  Realoe  to  admire  the  Saga¬ 
city  of  hia  Obfcrva«icn ;  for  we  were  a  long  Tune 
io  the  World  brf«  wt  were  taken  much  Notice 
of,  and  the  London  and  General  Evening  Poft, 
two  Papers  of  rooft  extraordinary  Merit,  were  read 
m  many  Qb^te-Houles  where  the  Champion'* 
Name  was  never  heard  of 

IJowevcr,  rxxwithftanding  tbit  Prejudice,  and 
.  not  with  (lauding  an  Oppofition  which  was  carried 
on  in  the  moll  unprecedented,  and  by  the  meanrft 
Methods,  fuch  as  deft  ring  Cofiee-Houfre  not  to 
take  our  Paper  in,  dealing  with  Hawkers  not  to 
lctrad  it  through  the  Town,  and  if  afkrd,  to 
dmv  there  was  any  inch  Paper  octant,  of  which 
we  have  many  Proofs,  with  many  other  excellent 
Device#  known  only  to  the  Adepts  of  the  prelent 
Afp  i  notwithfhnding  all  thefr,  we  have  at  length 
arrived  at*  Succcfi  and  Reputation  which  may. 
juftly  make  qs  vain,  and  which  ( after  returning 
Thanks  to.  our  Readeq  for  it)  we  do  allure 
them  we  Ihafl  endeavour  more  and  more  to 

jdderve. 

When  I  look  back  on  the  Precipice  of  Oblivion 
(  if  I  may  lb  call  it )  whence  tbit  Paper  fo  narrow¬ 
ly  e leaped,  (  our  little  Stock  being  at  one  Time 
•finoft  exhaufted)  1  mull  own  my  lei  f  in  a  more 
than  ordinary  Manner  elated  with  my  prefect 
good  Fortune:  For  befidea  the  Dilcouragemenf# 
1  have  before- mention'd,  the  Difficulty  of  p leafing 
all  Palates  will  be  eafijy  acknowledged,  not  only 
by  thole  who  have  attempted  it,  but  even  by  fuch 
,  Icnfiblc  Periqns  as  will jive  Aamfelvcs  the  Trouble 
of  refledtog  on  it  *  For  firft  a  curled  Spirit  of 
Indignation,  rages  agaiuft  every  Writer  before  he 
hath  eftabliflwd  a  Reputation.  Another  Ohftruc- 
tioo  is,  the  great  DiSrrrnce  of  Opinion  concerning 
#Q  Work*  of  Wit  shd  Humour,  (b  that  there  i* 
norhing  truer  than  Sbaksfgbr'*  Oblertation  in  his 
Loot's  Labours  hfi. 


A  Jeffs  Profperity  Has  in  th»  Ear 
,  Of  him  that  bears  it,  never  in  the  Tongue 
I  Of  him  that  makes  it. 

Thus  we  aften  hear  one  Gentleman  expreffing 
himfclf  with  a  moft  erf nifitely  good,  mofi  inimita¬ 
bly  fine  indeed j  and  another  prefently  after,  lay¬ 
ing  down  the  lame  Trcsnfe,  and  cryipg  out  what 
curftd  Stuff  is  bere  t  Than  the  Audience  at  a 
Piay-Houle  arc  fomerimes  divided  about  what  ia 
low  *,  and  the  Oiticka  on  Homer,  Virgil,  Milton, 
and  Pope,  have  been  at  variance  concerning  what 
it  high.  Thui  the  Characters  of  lrvcral  Authors, 
aod  of  particular  Works,  have  been  controverted 
thro’  Ages,  and  I  have  heard  the  divine  Tranflat ion 
of  the  Iliad  which  1  have  lately  with  noDifadvan- 
tage  to  the  Translator  coMF&aen  with  the  Ori¬ 
ginal,  confuted  for  too  much  Deviation,  by  fome 
good  Schollra,  whole  Knowledge  in  the  Greek. 
hath  been  unluckily  a  little  deficient  ia  the  Alpha¬ 
bet  of  that  Language. 

But  the  greatefl  Difficulty  with  which  a  milcel- 
laneous  Author  mull  druggie,  is  the  Variety  of 
his  Reader's  Palates,  if  he  is  lerious,  one  half  of 
hia  Reader*  cry  he  is  dull  i  if  ludicrous,  the  other 
half  call  him  ridiculous,  foolifh ,  farcical 

All  Prrlons  moreover  are  defirous  to  be  enter¬ 
tained  with  what  they  are  molt  cooverfant  with 
and  bell  under  Hand-  I  believe,  1  have,  finer  my 
undertaking  this  Province,  received  Advertilcmcnts 
from  every  Older  and  Profcffion  among  us,  re¬ 
proving  me  for  not  taking  more  Notice  of  them : 
From  ail  which,  I  have  the  Plcalurc  of  obierving 
the  particular  Bent  which  at  prelent  governs  among 
them.  Thus  the  Ladies,  who  reprehend  me  fw  not 
lufEcicntJy  inlpefling  the  leveral  Aflemblics  (  moll 
of  them  at  preleot  fab  ‘Dio )  of  the  polite  Perfons 
of  both  Sexes  j  all  -wonder  1  do  nor  endure  the 
Men  for  making  fo  much  Noife  about  a  Woman, 
who  hath  no  other  Charms,  at  firft  Sight,  than  the 
moll  beautiful  Face,  and  one  of  the  fine  ft  Perloos 
in  the  World.  Letters  in  a  military  Stile  and 
Spelling  sccule  tne  of  taking  too  little  Notice  of 
Cockades,  Lace  and  Hata  and  Feather*.  Several 
Intimations  are  likewife  received,  (  from  what  Cor¬ 
ner  1  know  not,  not  from  a  religious  one  j  for  there 
is  not  a  Word  of  Religion  mention'd )  that  the 
Land-Tax  Edit  too  hetvy  on  the  Clergy.  Nor 
can  I  omit  a  Letter  from  a  Country  Gentleman, 
who  fends  roe  word  be  is  bufy  in  making  Intcrcll 
againfl  the  next  Election,  and  wonders,  1  never 
take  an  Opportunity  of  informing  the  Country  of 
the  Number  of  Employments  in  the  Court  and 
Revenue,  with  their  fcveral  SalUries  and  l'enjui 
fitea. 

,  1  have  two  Epiftka  by  the  fame  Poft,  the  one 
dated  from  Oxford,  the  other  from  Cambridge, 
which  when  1  opened  and  law  the  Word  Greek 
written  in  a  very  diftuuoifhable  Manner,  1  appre¬ 
hended  1  Ihould  be  dcared  to  inlert  frequent  Quo¬ 
tations  from  that  Language)  hut  to  my  Surprise, 
I  waa  only  carortUy  (aerated  never  to  put  any 

*  A  Word  much  ufed  in  the  Throne,  bo\  of  fiaek 


the  Meaning  of  it, 

[Price  Tame  Hatr-Paricx.] 


Greek  Words  in  my  Paper  without  tr  inflating 
them,  kindly  alluring  me  in  a  Polllcript,  which  I 
had  well  nigh  overlooked,  that  rhole  learned 
Bodies  did  not  require  tne  to  facrifice  my  whold 
Paper  to  their  Ule. 

if  my  Reader  already  ihould  think  me  ex  poled 
to  fome  Hard/hip,  what  Opinion  will  he  be  of, 
when  he  confiders  that  as  all  Profcffions  feldoni 
talk,  fo  they  leldom  defirc  to  hear  of  any  Thing 
befides  themfclves  j  and  at  the  fame  time  are  all 
fo  involved  in  Myfteries,  that  wbar  we  wnre  u4 
each  particular  Profeftion  will  be  unintelligib'e  to 
all  befides  the  Members  thereof:  For  Jnllaiv.i. 
in  Phyfick  |  “  The  Solids  (which  concrntinl , 

“  conlolidared  and  condenlcd,  into  their  rc,.I 
'*  or  firft  Formation  Siae,  would  not  equal  a 
“  Grain  of  Sand)  are  permanent  and  durable. 

“  and  continue  pretty  much  in  that  State  or 
*  Elafticity  and  Furuncfs,  they  were  firft  ere*- 
“  ted  with)  and  they  arc  ftrong  or  weak,  Iniallor 
44  coarle,  firm  or  lax,  loolc  orelaliick,  b.unr  or 
14  Jharp,  as  thry  were  firft  made  by  the  Supreme 
“  Artificer,  or  are  altered  lomewha:  by  rhe  ori- 
44  ginal  Dylcrafy  or  Diftempcrs  of  the  Parents. 

“  (The  Mother  can  only  mend  or  fpoil  their  Jot 
“  ecs,  whi<;h  might  be  eafily  pcrfefled  b>  fern 
44  continuance  of  a  IWeetcning  Diet,  during  thef 
44  younger  Days  i  which  if  tncy  furvive,  thev  v. 

44  Derail y  grow  ftronger  as  tney  grow  older,  b- 
44  come  the  Genii  and  the  Governors  of  the  V» 

44  betaufe  the  Solids  thus  purified  come  f  oni 
44  Father  alone)  and  continue  much  the  lrn-.i  ’ 

“  the  Time  of  their  Duration  on  this  Globe,  • 

44  ceptfo  farat  the  lmall  temporary  ar.d  to,) \ 

44  Alteration  that  Diet,  Excrcife,  or  Evacu”:n  ry 
44  or  mild,  ponderous  Medicines,  long  continued, 

44  may  nuke  on  them,  tfc.'*  f  Now  all  inis  may 
be  Senfe  for  oimht  1  know,  but  it  Can  be  cnly 
under ftood  by  a  Phyfician.  Again,  in  natu.il  for 
as  our  Author  calls  it  eonjeUural)  Philol.'uhy* 

“  'I hi#  fpiritual  animal  B  -dj,  at  firft  divinely. 

“  organised,  nuy  be  rolled  up,  folded  t<g  the# 

44  and  contradcd  in  th  is  prelect  State  of  its  Dura- 
44  tion,  into  an  infinitely  lmall  Pun&um  Salieiis 
“  into  a  Miniature  of  a  Aliniatu  e.  in  infinitum 
44  lodged  in  the  Loins  of  the  Male  of  all  Animals, 

“  (fo  «  is  highly  probable  the  Female  was  but  a 
“  Sbcomdast  Imtsmtiom  ok  a  B^rrten  to  \ 

44  falling  Edifice)  and  proceeding  in  a  diver- 
44  ging  Series,  and  progretOvc  Gradation,  that 
“  in  due  Time  it  may  be  fit  to  be  nouriihed,  and 
44  iDcrealcd  by  the  Tuices  of  the  proper  Femal  y 
“  and  (hereby  enabled  ro  bear  the  Coar'rnels  and 
44  Injuries  tf  this  ruinous  Globe,  and  gtofs  js.le- 
44  ment  to  which  it  is  condemnd  fur  a  certain 
“  Period."  j|  I  bis  is  a  Tid  Bit  for  a  philofo;  hi- 
cal  Palate  only,  f  could  give  otbar  loftanccs  Id 
other  Sciences)  but  I  believe  it  already  appartnr, 

f  This  knot  (he  Beginning  of  th^S entente,  not  Can  wa 
well  tell  which  is,  there  being  aUoott  two  Pages 
from  om  full  Stop  to  the  next. 

J  Cheyney't  prxfticsl  EBay  on  the  Regimes  oEp>«« 

i  Spam  if.  ‘ 

r»7. 
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longer  essays  by  Fielding  may  be  easily  picked  out.  Begin¬ 
ning  with  the  fifth  number,  nearly  all  the  leading  articles 
and  some  others  were  marked  at  the  end,  partly  that  each 
author  might  claim  his  own,  and  partly  that  he  might  not 
be  held  responsible  for  the  opinions  of  another.  In  June, 
1741,  these  articles,  with  some  miscellaneous  paragraphs, 
down  to  June  19  of  the  previous  year,  were  collected  in 
two  volumes;  and  the  publisher’s  “Advertisement”  ex¬ 
pressly  stated  that  “all  papers  distinguish’d  with  a  C  or 
an  L”  were  the  work  of  one  hand;  while  those  having 
double  stars  or  signed  “Lilbourne”  came  from  another. 
It  was  added  that  this  other  hand  was  also  responsible, 
except  in  a  few  instances,  for  the  “Index  to  the  Times” 
(the  head  under  which  were  reprinted  selections  from  the 
home  and  foreign  news  and  rumours) ;  but  it  was  not  said 
to  whose  account  should  be  placed  the  many  other  mis¬ 
cellaneous  paragraphs.  Beyond  question  the  signatures  of 
C  and  L  were  Fielding’s;  and  the  two  stars  and  Lilbourne 
belonged  to  Ralph.  With  regard  to  these  distinguishing 
marks,  Fielding  said  playfully,  in  the  issue  for  March  1, 
1740,  that  he  had  adorned  his  papers  with  a  capital  letter  at 
the  end,  as  well  as  with  a  motto  at  the  beginning,  in  order 
to  pacify  his  bookseller,  who  wished  “The  Champion”  to 
look  like  “The  Spectator.”  And  curiously  enough,  it  has 
been  pointed  out  by  Professor  Wells  that  C  and  L  are  the 
first  letters  of  Clio,  the  word  from  which  Addison  took  by 
turn  a  capital  letter  for  his  four  signatures  in  “The  Spec¬ 
tator.”*  Fielding  employed  C  down  to  March  4,  1740,  when 
he  moved  on  to  L ;  and  after  that  either  was  used,  perhaps 
indifferently.  In  course  of  time  he  might  have  gone  on  to 
I  and  0.  The  two  volumes  of  “The  Champion,”  as  re¬ 
published,  contain  ninety-four  issues.  Sixty-two  articles 
and  two  paragraphs — one  an  Index  to  the  Times,  and  the 

*  J.  E.  Wells,  ‘  ‘  Englische  Studien,  ”  46  Band,  3  Heft,  pp.  355-366;  and 
“Modern  Language  Beview,”  July,  1912. 
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other  a  letter  from  Adam  Double  on  the  disenchantment  of 
marriage — are  intended  to  be  covered  by  Fielding’s  marks. 
Forty-eight  have  the  C,  and  sixteen  have  the  L. 

But  these  sixty-four  articles  and  paragraphs  (all  of 
which  except  the  paper  of  December  8,  followed  by  Adam 
Double  on  his  wife,  have  now  been  reprinted  in  the  Henley 
edition  of  Fielding)  by  no  means  comprise  his  whole  con¬ 
tribution  to  “The  Champion”  during  this  period.  For 
various  reasons  Fielding  left  several  long  articles  and  many 
shorter  ones  without  his  usual  marks.  Until  Ralph  ap¬ 
peared  with  a  leader  in  the  fifth  number,  none,  of  course,  was 
necessary;  while  in  other  places  “Captain  Hercules  Vine¬ 
gar”  or  another  fictitious  name  served  Fielding’s  purpose 
and  at  the  same  time  gave  the  impression  of  a  variety  of 
contributors.  Paragraphs  here  and  there  were  not  of  suffi¬ 
cient  importance  to  receive  a  signature;  and  withal  there 
was  the  usual  carelessness  on  the  part  of  the  printer  as  well 
as  of  Fielding  himself.  No  one  can  doubt,  for  example, 
that  the  unsigned  essays  in  the  first  four  issues  were  written 
by  Fielding.  They  are  all  in  his  style ;  they  have  the  hath 
and  they  contain  quotations — some  of  them  used  elsewhere 
— from  his  favourite  authors.  Just  as  clearly  Fielding’s 
are  the  account  given  by  Captain  Vinegar  of  his  magic 
club  (December  8) ;  a  letter  to  “the  ten  thousand  Authors 
of  the  Gazetteer”  (December  25) ;  Timothy  Drugget  on  his 
talkative  wife  (January  12) ;  a  “literary  article”  on  the 
occasional  essay  (February  9) ;  a  tribute  to  the  character 
and  dramatic  talent  of  Lillo  in  the  Index  to  the  Times 
(February  26) ;  the  “proposals”  of  Nicodemus  Bungle  for 
“a  course  of  lectures  on  the  elements  of  Prime-Ministry,” 
together  with  the  comment  thereon  (February  28) ;  an  ad¬ 
dress  to  “all  the  ideots  of  Great  Britain”  (March  1);  a 
series  of  letters  to  Captain  Hercules  Vinegar  in  criticism 
and  approval  of  “The  Champion”  (March  25) ;  an  attack  on 
Colley  Cibber  (May  6) ;  a  letter  to  Mrs.  Joan  Vinegar  from 
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Pori'*. 

Orphe ur  'and  Euridice  having  been  afled  on 
Tueldjy  Night  to  a  crowded  jiiiiienct  for  the  laft 
Time  this  %ofon,  it  will  be  afled  To-morrow 
again,  being  pofitively  the  laft  Time.  —  The 
Three  Jurprifing  mathematical  Statue*  from  Ox¬ 
ford,  which  were  to  remove  in  Eight  Days,  foam 
Time  ago,  are  now  to  remain  Six  longer. Impoi 
title  to  give  Mr.  Caftle’s  great  Grotto  its  due 
‘fraife,  by  describing  it.  —  A  fmall  Number  of 
the  Portuguele  Dictionary  and  Grammar,  to  be  had 
at  a  reajonabk  Price.  —  A  Syltem  of  Cookery , 
with  curioujfy  engraven  Copper-Plates,  and  wo 
Family  Receipts  of  Medicines.  —  Some  vulgar 
Errors  concerning  the  Female  Sex  refuted  in  the 
Lady’s  Phyfical  Directory.  —  No  more  Copies  of 
the  Hiltory  of  the  Englifi  Saptifts  to  be  printed 
than  are  Jubfcrib'd  for.  — •  TTie  Adventures  of 
John  le  Brun  from  a  genuine  IHdmfcript,  for  the 
J-.r. frjcmtv  of  all  Gentlemen  and  Lad  tea  of  Jfrt- 
—  Spring-Curtains  and  Blinds,  besag  the  moft 
ufeftm  Furniture  of  the  Kind. 

A  Capital  Ministerial  Pur*. 

An  Elephant  dancing  a  Horn-Pipe  i  or  the  Ga¬ 
zetteer  attempting  to  be  witty  i  bat  with  fo*". 
Stars,  as,  inftcad  of  Mirth,  to  excite  Indignation. 
The  Aifion  an  Porto  BeDo,  a  certain  noble  Per 
and  the  whole  City  of  London  being  fcrvM  up  »n 
rrdiculoua  Ridicule,  *m  to  complement  the  Man 
Who  trues  bis  Greatnefs  to  bis  Country" s  •*** 

Sank  Siodc  14].  Mi  Ditto  163  i  half  Sooth  Sea  Mock 
101  a  srtt  Old  Afinumc*  ur  Ha*  111  t  llATSmo 
per  Cent  Annuities  in.  Million  Bank  1  > 6.  African  10. 
Royal  Exchangu  AfforaM  94  l  half-  L  jwt»  An*  »* 
<8rhs.  Bank  Circulation  jl.  to*.  Pram.  InAa  Idh  il 
4  Pram.  Englilh  Cupper  3  L  6 1  4  A  TWeo  *hax 
net  Cent.  Excbeqacr  Older,  4  par  Cent-  From-  Three 
par  Cent,  ditto  *  per  Cent  DUX.  Salt  Talliai «  qr.  » t  half 
Eto.  Seven  per  Gmc.  llmparor'i  Loan  tie.  t*—  »•» 
Ceo 1.  ditto  93  5  Itha.  Loiter)  TicfiaOJ  I.  Ip.  _ 


This  Ddf  is 

(‘Price  Om  Shilling,) 

A  Circular  inviucory  LETTER  |o 

all  Ordcn  of  Learned  Men,  but  morn 
to  the  Pro fe (Ton  of  pBTiica  and  SuaoiaT,  ia  Vf  tot 
Britain.  Concerning  an  A«w®p€  or  EBay  “ 

Hiftorr  of  the  Um,  Death.,  Writtegt^Chanflcrs 
and  Opinion!  of  the  moft  edebrawd  BWriJPhyfical  and 
Chimrgica)  Author*  1  containing  the  variou.  Iapn*«- 
menuand  Difcomk*  that  bar*  been  made  from  time  to 
time,  in  the  Theory  and  Praflw  of  Pht.icic. 
tour,  ScaoatT.  B®V“T- ^“Af“AC,TA£r  Th. 
TXT.  Ac.  according  to  their  Chraodog“*l  Pf 

whole  bemg  defignM  for  a  Bfognphujil, 

Critical  and Controverfial  Nam  uve  of  the  maBremi*- 
able  Thing,  that  hare  been  done  in  the  itMtl  !«•«*« 
of  thefe  Profelhoni  in  Britain,  from  the  *a*9ae*0 
of  Time  wc  can  get  any  certain  Knowledge  of,  to  the 

Prj|r  EDWARD  MILWA1D,  M.D. 
Prawedfor  W.  List  a  and  R  M.  anr.  et  the  Weft- 
Bod  of  St.  P.-.  - 


This  Z lay  is  publiftfd, 

(In  One  Volume  Oflavo,  Price  Bound  3*.) 

F try  proper  far  all  Ptr/tnt  mb*  art  fiiltfjing  tbmftlmi 
ftr  Mtrcbanu  C 1  mpting  -H.afn. 

A  TREATISE  upon  MONEY,  COINS, 

and  EXCHANGE,  in  Regard  both  to  Theory 
and  Practice :  Giving  a  full  and  particular  Account  of 
**“  Nature  and  Origin  of  that  moft  nfefhl  and  intricate 
of  COMMERCE.  With  Form*  of  Bill*  moftly  ia 
Ufe;  and  theCuftom  of  Merchants  relating  thereto,  is 
an  enfy  and  familiar  Method.  As  alfo  Tables  relating 
to  the  Conformity  of  different  Weights  and  Mcaiura. 
Sy  Mr.  JOHN  HEWI  T  T. 
Printed  by  H.  WoodfaO,  iun.  and  Sold  by  T.  Cox; 
at  the  Iamb  tmdet  the  Royal-Exchange. 


To  he  Sold  hy  AUCTION, 

On  Tburfiay  the  19/fi  iafttst,  betwttu  tbt  Bmrt  tf  Plot 
_*J  Sana  Is  tie  After  a**  t,  at  Unit  C*Jtrb—jt  »■ 

Gnjvtaor Strut  ■ 

T  HREE  fmall  nrw-built  Brick-Houfe*, 
fttoau  ta  Reeve's  Mew*,  behind  thi  South  fide 
of  Upper  Grofvei.or  Street,  and-very  convenient  for 
Per  Ions  whole  Affairs  require  much  Attendance  00  Per- 
fon*  of  Quality  in  thofc  Parts,  and  containing  in  Promt 
together,  for:>-  five  Feet,  and  in  Depth,  with  the 
Ground  there  :o  belonging,  fixty-eight  Feet,  held  hy 
JLeife  for  a  Term  of  eighty  two  Years  and  a  Quarter 
to  come  from  Midfumsoer  next,  under  a  yearly  Ground 
Rent  of  j  1.  9  1.  for  each  Houfe. 

The  Houfci  may  be  view’d  every  Day  till  the  time  >f 
Sale,  and  any  further  Information  had  of  Hr.  John 
Roberta,  in  New  Bond  Street. 

N.  B.  The  above-mention’d  Houfe*  are- not  quite 
ftnilhcd,  fo  they  may  be  fitted  up  a*  the  Puxdufer  heft 
approves,  and  in  caw  a  Purchafer  Arnold  buy  them,  who 
cannot  conveniently  (pare  the  whole  Purdufc  Money, 
the  prelent  Owner  will  talc  them  11  a  Security  for  ■  raa- 
foaxble  Part  thereof  at  4 1.  per  Cent. 


This  Day  is  fnbKJff* i* 

(Beautifully  printed  in  Oflavo,) 

THF  TRAVE1S  and  ADVEN- 

T I  /  RES  of  Edwhd  br  own.  Bfo;  formerly 
«  ?  tunt  in  London.  Contab.iig  hia  Oblcrvationa  on 
.  -i.ee  and  It  lyt  his  Voyage  to  the  Levant  1  hia  Ac¬ 
count  of  the  10c  of  Malta  s  hia  Remarks  in  his  Journey 
through  the  Lower  and  I  pper  Egypt  *  together  with  a 
brief  Defcriprion  of  the  Abyffinian  Empire.  Interfperi’d 
throughout  with  feverai  eurioui  hlflorical  Paflagx*  1  da¬ 
ting  moor  own  as  well  as  forein  Nations  1  as  *lfo  with 
critical  Difquifiiioo-  a*  to  tbePceTen.  State  of  the  Sciencea 
in  Egypt,  pariicuhrly  Phrfick  and  Chymiftry. 

Printed  for  W.  HinchKffie,  at  Dryden’s  Head,  1 
the  Royal  Eachenpi  and  S.  Aufa-a,  a*  the  Afgd  and 
SI  hie  in  St.  PanTa  Chorch-yard. 

Wbtrt  may  it  bed, 
t.  The  Life  of  Mahomet.  Ttar  J*t*d  from  the  Panch 
Oriouial,  written  by  the  Count  of  ffonlemvulfea,  Author 
of  the  ptefcne  Sate  of  Franco. 

2.  A  French  Grammar  on  a  new  Plan.  By  the  Rev. 
F.  Bd&cr,  Soc.  Jefu.  Tranflited  into  Englilh. 


SOLI)  by  Gao  act  H  a  at  h,  Sraaier, 
and  the  Maker,  Removed  from  King. -gate 
Street ,  Red-lyon  Square,  next  Door  to  Ablng- 
fton’s  Coffee -Houfe,  Grays- Inn  Gate,  Hofborn. 
Choice  Pared  of  curious  brown  Tea- 


.  Kettles  and  L 


,  the  Colour  of  brown  China. 


He  was  the  Firft,  and  ia  the  only  Perfou  in  England, 
that  has  the  right  Sector  in  making  Tea-kettle*  tod 
Lamp*  in  that  Colour,  ffain’d  and  burnt  in  the  fame 
Manner  at  the  India  Tea-kettle*,  which  for  curidu* 
Work  and  Colour,  exceeds  any  thing  ia  that  Way  that 
ever  came  from  Holland  or  any  other  Place :  They 
want  no  other  cleaning  than  IO  far  wip’d  with  a  dry 
Cloth,  the  Colour  will  be  alwsya  the  fame.  Likcwiu, 
A  curiooa  Pared  of  brawn  Tewpeta,  the  IuGde  lin’d 
with  Black  Tie,  after  a  new  Method:  With  Cofiito- 
poi.  and  Lempe,  Winning. mbs,  newfaftuoai  Chcefit- 
fosllcri  fonare  and  flat,  Candkfticki,  Pepper  and  Floor 
Bcxe*,  Steak  (fillies,  and  D  lh  Coven,  with  feven 1 
wher  Goods  m  the  fame  Colour  and  aeweft  Faflrions, 
Sold  at  the  lowett  Price*. 


WHEREAS  I  hurt  foe 

man  v  Yean,  with  Succria,  made  it 
my  Bufinels  to  dcfl ro»  thole  nau* 
ito-j*  Ysrirta  eaffd  &  U  Ot»*  out 
of  Holpitils,  Palaces,  and  other 
fmaller  Bnildingi,  at  ■  realboable 
Price,  the  fame  being  done  with  a 
Preparative  no  wiv  offenfive,  and 

_ without  tbeleaft  Damage  either  to 

Bed,  Bedding,  or  Furniture,  be  the  fame  ever  fo  good* 
and  after  I  have  entirely  deftroy’d  them,  if  any  mould 
happen  the  following  Y«tr- to  be  brought  in  by  People’* 
Cloath*  from  other  Houfe*.  which  may  happen  to  new 
Furniture,  rather  than  to  thofc  that  I  have  cur’d  and 
cleans'd,  which  is  owing  to  the  Qtuliry  and  Nature  of 
what  is  u<ed,  then,  and  in  fuck  Calc,  I  pro  mile  to  chre 
them  Gratis;  and  thofc  that  are  defiroua  to  agree  for 
any  Number  of  Years,  may,  at  a  fmall  yeariv  Sum, 
depend  on  haring  their  Furniture  kept  entirely  clean 
from  them:  Therefore,  thofc  tbet  arc  perter’d  with 
them,  and  are  defiroua  to  be  rid  of  them,  will  be  waited 
upon,  on  lending  •  Line  for  thu  Purpofe  to  me  John 
Williams,  at  Janeway's  Cofee  Houfe,  near  the  Royal 
Exchange;  or  at  tM  Rainbow  in  Laocifter-Coan, 
C hiring-Croft;  or  M  my  own  Houfe  in  Noble-Street, 
near  the  Two  Brewer*,  in  the  ParUh  of  StXoM,  near 
Old  Street. 


This  Day  is  pubUfbed, 
h  Oat  TtUmt  is  TtstMtt,  fir  tbt  U/t  •/  B.bmh. 
Priet  fir  tt  tbi/Hsfi.  fit  Stand  Sdilitn  tf 

MR.  COOKE’*  HESIOD,  with 

Notes  critical,  philofophical  and  explana¬ 
tory.  To  which  are  prefix’d  two  Difcouries,  one  on 
the  Life,  and  the  other  on  the  Writings  of  Htfird.  To 
the  End  of  the  J Parti  and  D.j)  are  added  feme  Obfer- 
eat  ions  on,  and  a  Table  of  the  ancient  Grtti  Months, 
and  n  View  of  the  Wir  and  £>*yi  t  containing,  an 
into  the  Opinions  of  the  Antients  concer¬ 
ning  that  Work :  A  Comparifon  betwixt  that  and  the 
Gtargit  of  FirgUi  and  an  Enquiry  whether  Ftrgif  % 
fourth  Ecfogue  pn  die  Birth  ©t  PtUit,  alludes  U>  the 
Golden  Age  of  Htf*d,  or  the  Birth  of  Chrift.  To 
the  End  of  tbeTheogony  is  added,  a  Difcourie  Sithe 
Theology  and  Mythology  of  the  Antients,  with  a 
Genealogical  Tabic  to  the  Theogcny,  or  Generation 
of  the  Gods.  To  this  Edition  tie  added,  fomeCOnfi- 
drrafioos  00  Sir  ifaat  Homin'*  and  Dr.  SamntJ  Clark.  % 
Opinions  concerning  the  Age  of  Rtfiid:  Some  Remarks 
on  Dr.  Bfstltj't  Critarifma  on  the  Cha rafter  which 
Mintllini  give*  of  Brfiad,  and  an  Examination  into  a 
Paffage  of  flilhop  Cktndltrl  Findkatite  *f  bit  Drfrut 
tf  CbriJIlasltj  1  with  feveiaj  Correftioo*  ia  the  Tran- 
ilation  and  Note*.  -c. 

Printed  for  J.  Woon  and  C  Wooowaao,  at  th« 
Dove  in  PMer-Nofter-Row. 

Where  may  be  had, 

Tesmsce  ht  Three  Volume^  Prioaq*.  The  Mourn¬ 
ful  Niqxfala:  Or,  L«0  the  Cure  of  all  Woe*,  aTia- 
^edy.FWo  ladA  A  Rhapfodj- on  Virtue  aod  Plca- 


For  the  PALSY, 

Ah  infallible  and  fpttdy  Cure ,  by  one  entire 
Medicine,  being  a  moft  pleafant  Cbymical 
Tinflure,  to  be  taken  in  Drops, 

WHICH  give*  inftanc  Relief  in  joy 

Paralytic  or  Nervous  Indifpofitioot,  proceeding 
from  What  Canfe  foeveri  and  alfo  ip  all  Wc-kniffe*  or 
Decay*  of  Nsiore,  whether  from  Old  Age,  or  occaufia’d 
by  continued  llloels  of  Body,  or  any  Irregularities  of 
Living,  foch  as  haid  Drinking,  Ac.  whereby  Nstoiu  is 
lorely  weaken’d,  and  often  in  ■  Manner  quite  fpoil’d. 

This  infallible  Chyinical  Tinflure  is  endued  with  fuch 
fpecifiek  Quali'ies,  that  it  inftsmly  enter*  the  Nerves, 
the  principal  Seat  of  *U  Complaints  of  a  Paralytick 
Kind,  roll  ore*  natural  Heat  and  Strength  lo  a  Degree 
coo  Often!  whh  a  good  Sutc  of  Health!  and  in  a  very 
little  time  pcifeflly  cures  all  Paralytick  Weakncflies  of  (be 
longeft  Standing  t  and  alfo  the  fevereft  or  word  Bffefl* 
of  it  either  in  Old  or  Young,  foch  as  fhaking  or  trem¬ 
bling  of  the’ Limb*,  Numboef*,  or  even  De.dnef*  on 
any  Part  of  the  Body  1  a*  ha*  been  happily  experienced 
by  great  Number*  of  both  Sexea,  and  ail  Ages,  before 


A*  for  any  Weakneljea  or  Decay*  of  Nstura,  by  Age 
r  othenvifc,  this  Ttnflnrr  ha*  not  ita  Equal  1  it  i*  (• 
gentle  In  Operation  aa  not  to  give  the  leaft  Dill  urban  ce 
rn  uking,  but  th  lu  Efiefla  fo  ftrong  and  prevalent,  that 
aQ  Decay*  or  Weaknefle*  of  Nitufe,  whether  Paralytic*!. 
Convulbve,  or  any  other  IndiTpofition*  attending  the 
Head  and  Nerve*,  arc  iaftanoy  relieved,  and  davlr 
mended  i  fo  a*  in  a  very  little  Time  a  pcifefl  Cute  ia 


It  is  exceeding  pleafant  to  take,  fife  in  Operettas,  and 
perfcflly  agreeable  to  the  Stomach  and  Palate,  greatly 
helps  DigalUon,  canfcs  a  good  Appefim,  revive*  tnd 
aimpbapi  the  whale  humio  Frame,  and  1*  fo  fafa  and 
regular  *  Cura  of  afl  Paralytick,  Cotjvqlfiw,  *»d  other 
Nervous  Indifpofitiou*,  that  nothing  la  thq  World  wu 
ever  yet  known  to  come  near  It. 

It  fo  fold  by  ^wafal  Order  of  the  Author,  only  a* 
Ui>.  Mwkku.*.  Tw*»f.  <1»  S.ra  ton 
h-Cntoi'i  OhM*  b  lUttont.  to  J ..  ti.  «c* 
"SmUe. 


LONDO  fT  :  Pnnito  toe  J.  Suu.*r,  u  the  BUU  ia  SUf-foi,  nnt  ik  SUf  wiibm  ftmfU .!*■  1  vbere  Aiivcttifc- 

wait*  and  Lara*  »  t)K  Av.t»oji  iri  uten  ip. 
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Belinda  on  the  rights  of  women,  along  with  the  ‘ ‘literary 
article”  on  Gravelot’s  prints  (May  15);  a  letter  from  H. 
Bottle  on  the  delights  of  drinking  (May  20) ;  and  the  paral¬ 
lel  between  Walpole  and  a  quack  doctor  (June  17).  Beyond 
this  the  list  may  be  safely  extended  somewhat;  but  in¬ 
creasing  caution  is  necessary  as  one  proceeds,  since  Ralph 
adopted  more  and  more  the  technique  of  Fielding’s  style. 
Now  and  then  a  humorous  advertisement  also  bears  Field¬ 
ing’s  unmistakable  stamp. 

If  we  take  these  assignments  as  approximately  correct, 
Fielding  contributed  above  seventy  long  essays  to  “The 
Champion”  during  the  first  seven  months  of  its  existence. 
Nor  is  this  the  whole  tally.  Minor  pieces  from  Fielding’s 
pen  were  not  included  in  the  two-volume  collection.  How 
many  they  comprise  cannot  be  determined,  for  no  complete 
file  of  the  original  numbers  of  “The  Champion”  has  yet 
been  discovered.  But  in  such  stray  issues  as  may  be  found, 
there  are  several  contributions  by  Fielding  which  have 
never  been  reprinted.  Obviously,  for  example,  a  full  state¬ 
ment  of  the  policy  of  his  periodical,  which  appeared  in  the 
number  for  April  10, 1740,  was  written  by  Fielding.  Again, 
on  May  27,  he  put  into  the  form  of  a  letter  to  Captain  Vine¬ 
gar  some  conjectures  about  the  meaning  of  “that  little 
picture  ’  ’  at  the  head  of  his  paper,  and  about  the  personality 
of  the  editor — “a  tall  man  with  a  grey  coat  and  a  long 
chin.”  And  along  with  this  fanciful  communication,  he 
published  verses  “writ  some  years  ago  by  one  of  the  family 
of  the  Vinegars,  on  a  half-penny;  which  a  young  lady  gave 
to  a  beggar,  and  the  author  purchased  at  the  price  of  half 
a  crown.  ’  ’  This  poem,  having  then  only  sixteen  lines,  was 
afterwards  reworked,  with  additions  and  altered  phrasing, 
for  the  ‘ 1  Miscellanies  ’  ’  of  1743.  The  more  we  learn  of  ‘  *  The 
Champion,”  the  more  dominant  seems  Fielding’s  hand. 

Signs  of  his  waning  interest  in  the  periodical,  however, 
began  to  appear  in  the  spring  of  1740,  due  doubtless 
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to  a  closer  attention  to  his  legal  studies.  On  June  20,  he 
was  called  to  the  bar  at  the  Middle  Temple.  Henceforth 
the  barrister  became  known,  especially  by  the  wits,  as 
“Counsellor  Fielding.”  The  Benchers  of  the  Inn  assigned 
for  his  use,  during  “the  term  of  his  natural  life,”  chambers 
at  No.  4  Pump  Court,  up  three  pair  of  stairs;  but  on  the 
twenty-eighth  of  the  following  November  he  surrendered 
these  chambers  overlooking  Brick  Court  with  its  beautiful 
buildings.  In  the  meantime,  he  attended  the  summer  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Dorset  assizes,  as  we  know  from  a  brief  corre¬ 
spondence  with  his  uncle  Davidge  Gould  over  a  question 
which  still  remained  unsettled  concerning  the  conveyance  of 
the  East  Stour  property  to  Robert  Stillingfleet.  Fielding 
wrote  to  his  uncle : 

“Basingstoke  15  July  1740 

“Dear  Sr 

I  beg  y°  would  without  fail  send  me  the  Conveyance  I 
mentioned  to  y°  to  Dorsetshire  Assizes,  as  I  am  advised  my 
Success  will  greatly  depend  thereon,  whatever  y°  please  to 
mention  in  a  Letter  to  me  by  the  Messenger  I  will  satisfie 
him  and  am 

Sr 

yr  affect  Nephew 
and  obliged  humble  Serv* 

Hen  :  Ffielding 

“To  Davidge  Gould  Esqre 
at  Sliarpham  Park 
by  Bridgewater  Bagg 
Somerset” 

His  uncle  replied : 

“Dr  Sr 

I  have  sent  the  deeds  as  you  desired  they  have  received 
Damage  by  the  Water,  that  it  may  be  difficult  to  read  some 
part  of  y1?  but  I  believe  there’s  nothing  in  them  that  will  be 

258 


LAW  AND  JOURNALISM 

serviceable  to  yr  point  you  told  mq  was  in  question.  I  have 
cursorily  cast  my  Eye  on  all  the  other  old  deeds  &  I  can 
see  nothing  of  use  to  you — I  have  attested  copy’s  of  them 
all.  However  accord?  to  your  Letter  I  thought  myself 
obliged  to  send  to  you.  Mr  Blake  requires  to  Guineas  for 
his  trouble  and  Expenses  if  he  is  detaind  at  Dorchester  till 
Saturday,  but  if  dispatchd  Fryday  one  Guinea  &  Half, 
but  you  may  agree  with  him  as  cheap  as  you  can — I  am 

yr  affection1  Humble  Servl 
Davidge  Gould 

‘ 1  Sharpham :  park 

July  23^  1740. 

‘  ‘  To  Henry  Fielding  at  Dorchester 
Dorsetshr”* 

With  this  case  of  his  own,  Fielding  began  his  career  on 
the  Western  Circuit.  Pratt,  who  rode  the  same  circuit,  may 
have  been  in  his  company. 

Despite  the  demands  of  his  profession,  Fielding  con¬ 
tinued  to  guide  “The  Champion,”  even  when  out  of  town. 
For  several  numbers  appearing  while  he  was  in  the  West, 
he  must  have  left  with  Ralph  the  satirical  voyages  of  Job 
Vinegar,  an  ancestor  of  Captain  Hercules  Vinegar,  which 
were  doled  out  piecemeal  to  the  public;  and  altogether, 
during  the  three  months  beginning  with  June  21,  no  less 
than  a  score  of  long  articles  appeared  in  the  periodical 
with  Fielding’s  specific  marks.  These  and  subsequent 
papers  have  never  been  assembled.  Perhaps  they  have  not 
quite  the  interest  of  the  earlier  ones,  though  many  of  those 
which  I  have  seen  deserve  preservation  for  their  humour. 
But  as  time  went  on,  Fielding  wrote  less  and  less  for  “The 
Champion”  and  in  June,  1741,  ceased  altogether.!  On  the 

*  These  two  letters,  copied  by  permission  of  their  former  owner,  were  sold 
at  Sotheby’s,  July  20,  1916. 

t  Preface  to  the  "Miscellanies,”  1743,  xxxiv  and  xxxvi. 
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twenty-ninth  of  that  month,  the  partners  of  “The  Cham¬ 
pion”  met  at  Feathers  Tavern,  and  sold  at  auction  among 
themselves  their  reprint  of  the  articles  covering  the  first 
seven  months.  The  purchaser  was  Henry  Chappelle,  who 
paid  the  partners  £110  for  an  edition  of  a  thousand  copies. 
Fielding,  it  is  clear  from  the  minutes  of  the  meeting,  dis¬ 
approved  of  the  sale,  either  because  he  thought  the  price 
too  low  or  because  he  thought  the  reprint  inadvisable ;  and 
thereupon  withdrew  from  the  business  as  well  as  the  liter¬ 
ary  management  of  “The  Champion,”  flatly  refusing  to 
write  any  longer  for  it  or  to  have  anything  more  to  do  with 
it.  In  the  following  March  the  partners  assigned  his  ‘  ‘  two 
sixteenth  shares  ’  ’  to  Ralph,  who  had  already  succeeded  him 
as  chief  writer  and  sole  editorial  manager.  From  Ralph 
came  the  fierce  denunciation  of  Walpole  that  was  prefixed 
to  the  two-volume  reprint  as  an  address  to  the  Members  of 
the  new  Parliament.  In  his  hands  “The  Champion”  was 
immediately  transformed  into  a  rather  dull  and  narrow 
political  organ,  which  nevertheless  survived  for  several 
years  under  the  title  of  “The  British  Champion;  or,  The 
Impartial  Advertiser.  ’  ’ 

II 


While  Fielding  conducted  “The  Champion,”  it  was  the 
scene  of  a  merry  warfare  with  his  old  antagonisms — Wal¬ 
pole,  the  Cibbers,  the  stage,  the  press,  lotteries,  and  quacks 
of  all  kinds.  A  periodical  such  as  he  conceived  it — a  cross 
between  “The  Tatler”  or  “The  Spectator”  and  “The 
G-rub-street  Journal” — gave  him,  of  course,  much  wider 
sweep  for  social  satire  than  was  afforded  by  the  drama.  In 
his  plays  he  could  but  strike  a  blow  and  pass  on;  in  his 
“leaders,”  he  could  lay  about  with  his  club  on  all  sides,  and 
return  again  to  the  attack  whenever  he  saw  an  exposed 
place  which  had  not  been  already  hit.  Everywhere  Captain 
Hercules  Vinegar  was  recognized  as  Pasquin  fighting  in  a 
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larger  ring.  A  facetious  gentleman  in  one  of  the  coffee¬ 
houses,  while  reading  a  copy  kept  exclaiming,  as  overheard 
by  Fielding:  “Ha!  ha!  old  Truepenny! — art  thou  there¬ 
abouts,  my  boy?  .  .  .  Well  said,  well  done,  old  boy!”* 

Many  difficulties,  however,  were  encountered  at  first  in 
getting  “The  Champion”  before  the  public.  The  whole 
story  is  lightly  told  by  Fielding  here  and  there  in  various 
numbers.  Publishers  of  other  newspapers  tried  to  per¬ 
suade  the  coffee-houses  not  to  take  it  in;  booksellers,  in 
league  with  them,  refused  to  put  it  on  sale;  hawkers  were 
paid  not  to  spread  it  about  town  and  to  say,  when  inquiry 
was  made  for  it,  that  they  had  never  heard  of  any  paper 
bearing  its  name ;  and  the  Government  would  not  permit  it 
to  pass  through  the  post-office ;  so  it  had  to  go  into  the 
country  by  stage  or  wagon.  More  than  once  “The  Cham¬ 
pion”  was  declared  “defunct,”  “dead.”  Then,  when  it 
began  to  make  its  way,  other  newspapers  of  Fielding’s  own 
party  in  town  and  country  enriched  themselves  with  its 
spoils;  and  to  prevent  these  piracies,  so  far  as  they  con¬ 
cerned  news-items,  Fielding  was  compelled  to  alter  the  time 
of  publication  from  morning  to  evening.  On  April  10, 
1740,  his  periodical  appeared  with  the  title  “The  Cham¬ 
pion;  or,  Evening  Advertiser.”  Huggonson’s  name  as 
printer  now  disappeared;  and  an  announcement  was  made 
that  hereafter  the  paper  would  be  distributed  by  James 
Graham,  bookseller,  under  the  Inner  Temple  Gate,  where 
all  advertisements  and  letters  to  the  author  were  to  be  left. 

Long  before  this,  Captain  Hercules  Vinegar  changed  his 
imaginary  residence  from  Hockley  in  the  Hole  to  Pall  Mall, 
in  order  to  be,  he  said,  nearer  the  Court,  and  also  to  quiet 
the  remonstrances  of  many  subscribers  who  were  averse  to 
reading  articles  emanating  from  a  prize-ring.  So  there¬ 
after  the  title-page  of  “The  Champion”  gave  the  Captain 
lodgings  in  Pall  Mall.  At  length  all  obstacles  were  over- 

*”The  Champion,”  Sept.  16,  1740  (not  reprinted). 
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come.  Patrons  of  coffee-houses  demanded  the  new  peri¬ 
odical  ;  booksellers  and  hawkers  found  it  to  their  advantage 
to  take  copies,  and  it  reached  the  country  despite  “the 
clerks  of  the  road.”  Two  months  after  it  had  been  turned 
into  an  evening  newspaper,  Fielding  announced  that  “The 
Champion”  had  arrived  at  a  success  which  made  the  editors 
“vain.”  He  said  nothing  precise  of  its  circulation;  but  if 
it  sold  two  or  three  thousand  copies  at  an  issue,  it  did  well 
and  brought  to  Fielding  several  guineas  a  week.  Already 
“The  Champion”  was  being  extensively  quoted  in  the 
magazines;  and  a  periodical  much  like  it  in  appearance, 
called  “The  Patriot,”  was  established  at  Edinburgh,  mainly 
for  the  purpose  of  reprinting  its  articles,  with  or  without 
credit,  as  the  case  might  be,  for  a  Scotch  audience.  The 
two  little  volumes  of  “The  Champion,”  which  appeared  in 
London,  were  reissued  in  1743  with  an  index  and  a  new 
title-page. 

Fielding  professed  to  have  no  skill  in  politics.  “It  is 
true,”  he  said,  “I  have  read  most  of  the  ancient  and  modern 
historians,  as  well  as  the  most  celebrated  writers  on  govern¬ 
ment,  but  alas,  non  omnia  possumus  omnes.  ...  A  man 
must  be  born  a  politician  as  well  as  a  poet,  or  else  omnis 
effusus  labor.  Mr.  Bayle  tells  us  that  some  of  the  Rabbi’s, 
who  agree  that  Adam,  at  his  creation,  contained  all  the  other 
learning  and  knowledge  of  the  world,  assert  that  he  was  no 
politician.  I  know  some  have  thought  that  Eve  was  the 
first  vers ’d  in  this  art,  which  she  is  thought  to  have  learnt 
of  the  devil;  an  opinion  confirm’d  by  Dr.  South.  .  .  .  ”*  So 
it  was  Ralph  that  wrote  most  of  the  articles  in  “The  Cham¬ 
pion”  dealing  with  the  measures  before  Parliament,  with 
ministerial  appointments,  and  with  the  movements  of  the 
army  and  navy.  Perhaps  from  Ralph  rather  than  Fielding 
would  come  an  announcement  like  the  following: 

“The  Right  Hon.  Sir  Robert  Walpole,  being  Chancellor 

*  Feb.  14,  1740. 
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of  the  Exchequer,  the  Right  Hon.  Lord  Walpole,  Auditor, 
and  Edward  Walpole,  Esq;  Clerk  of  the  Pells ;  ’tis  pre¬ 
sum’d,  the  Teller’s  Place,  lately  vacated  by  the  Heath  of 
Lord  Onslow,  will  he  given  to  Horatio  Walpole,  Esq;  Jun. 
that  the  Virtues,  not  the  Iniquities  of  the  Father,  may  be 
rewarded  in  the  Children  to  the  Third  and  Fourth  Genera¬ 
tion.”* 

Likewise  came  from  Ralph  the  continuous  hounding  of 
the  Ministry  for  want  of  vigour  in  prosecuting  the  war  with 
Spain — verses  and  paragraphs  on  one  Forage,  who,  forced 
to  arm,  delays  the  fight,  and  ruins  his  country,  as  if  he  were 
in  league  with  the  enemy.  When  the  news  reached  England 
that  Admiral  Yernon,  who  belonged  to  the  anti-ministerial 
party,  had  captured  Porto  Bello  with  only  six  ships,  that 
exploit  was  hailed  as  showing  what  could  he  done  by  a 
man  whose  heart  was  in  the  fight.  Walpole,  it  was  inti¬ 
mated,  held  aloof  from  the  public  rejoicing  over  the  victory. 
“The  said  great  Colossus,”  runs  a  paragraph,  “being 
ask’d  by  a  gentleman  of  distinction,  whether  he  was  pleas’d 
with  Admiral  Yernon ’s  conduct,  and  answering  in  the 
affirmative,  the  querist  reply ’d,  ‘Then  there  is  not  a  man 
in  England  dissatisfied.’  ”  When  great  disasters  subse¬ 
quently  befell  the  English  fleet,  they  were  all  laid  to  Wal¬ 
pole.  Throughout  this  period  ‘  ‘  The  Champion  ’  ’  maintained 
its  satirical  “Journal  of  the  War,”  in  which  was  given  a 
list  of  the  merchant  ships  “taken  by  the  Spaniards”  and 
directly  beneath  it  another  list  enumerating  the  ships 
“taken  by  the  English. ’ ’  In  the  first  list  there  were  usually 
several  captured  immediately  off  the  coast  of  England; 
while  the  second  list  was  almost  always  comprised  in  the 
word  NONE,  written  in  large  capitals. 

Though  Fielding  directed  these  detailed  attacks  upon 
Walpole,  his  own  articles  proceeded,  like  his  political  plays, 
more  by  allegory,  irony,  and  ridicule.  He  adopted  the  in- 


*  June  14,  1740. 
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direct  method,  suppressing  names,  he  said,  because  of  his 
fears  of  the  pillory — because  there  was  no  part  of  his  body 
for  which  he  had  greater  respect  than  his  ears.  He  asks 
why  “a  certain  great  man,”  whose  policies  are  set  forth 
and  praised  by  paid  scribblers,  has  been  overlooked  by  the 
real  men  of  letters — by  Pope,  Swift,  Young,  Gay,  Thom¬ 
son.*  He  expatiates  on  the  ingredients  of  the  successful 
politician,  which  are  found  to  be  deceit,  impudence,  and  in¬ 
gratitude;  and  in  another  place  describes  the  salient 
qualities  of  “Jonathan  Wild  and  his  confederates,”  leaving 
it  to  the  reader  to  fit  the  parallel.  Similarly  he  has,  much 
like  Sterne  after  him,  a  whimsical  disquisition  on  good  and 
bad  names,  in  which  it  is  discovered  that  Robert  was 
anciently  borne  by  “the  leader  of  a  gang  of  thieves”  infest¬ 
ing  England,  and  that  the  name  had  since  become  general 
for  liar,  robber,  and  plunderer.  He  retells  the  story  of 
the  wolf  in  sheep’s  clothing,  with  its  obvious  application, 
or  relates  the  history  of  wicked  advisers  who,  without  birth, 
virtues,  or  abilities  to  recommend  them,  have  by  some 
accident  gained  an  ascendancy  over  kings  to  the  great  harm 
of  the  nation.  The  evil  days  are  approaching  when  the 
people  will  turn  to  God  as  their  sole  protector,  and  add  to 
the  litany:  “From  the  Prime  Minister,  good  Lord  deliver 
us.” 

The  long  “Voyages  of  Mr.  Job  Vinegar,”  running 
through  many  numbers,  carry  the  reader  to  the  land  of  the 
“Ptfghsiumgski,  or  the  Inconstants,”  where  the  chief  deity 
of  the  people  is  Money,  and  the  high  priest  of  the  cult  a 
certain  Humclum,  who  tries  to  get  all  the  money  into  his 
own  pocket  or  into  the  pockets  of  his  friends.  Humclum 
himself  is  advanced  to  a  sort  of  god  worshipped  by  the 
Humclumists,  whose  creed,  given  in  detail,  ends  with  “The 
wretch  that  licks  thy  feet,  thou  liftest  up,  and  the  Great 
Man  who  scorns  thee  hast  thou  cast  down.  .  .  .  There  will 

*  Sept.  6,  1740  (not  reprinted). 
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never  be  any  thing  like  thee,  0  Humclum!”*  In  a  vision 
imitated  from  Lucian,  “a  very  fat  gentleman”  on  the  road 
to  Hades  attempts,  when  reaching  the  ferry,  to  pass  Charon 
and  Mercury  with  a  bank-bill  in  his  fist  wherewith  to  bribe 
the  devil.  A  day  of  solemn  fast,  set  apart  by  the  King  to 
implore  the  blessings  of  heaven  upon  the  fleet,  becomes  the 
occasion  for  an  essay  on  the  custom  among  ancient  nations, 
in  times  of  great  public  calamities,  of  asking  for  a  voluntary 
victim  to  appease  the  wrath  of  the  gods.  Wherefore  if  any 
of  his  Majesty’s  subjects  is  convinced  in  his  own  mind 
“that  he  ought  to  be  hanged,  tho’  the  law  cannot  reach 
him,”  he  should  now  step  forth  and  pass  under  the  gallows 
with  the  glad  heart  of  a  Horatius  Codes,  “lest  his  country 
should  pay  the  forfeiture  of  his  crime.”  “It  is  not  being 
hanged,  but  deserving  to  be  hanged,”  remarks  Fielding, 
‘  ‘  that  is  infamous.  ”  Indeed, 

.  .  .  What  a  pity  is  it 

We  can  be  hanged  but  once  to  serve  our  country? 

There  were  times  when  Fielding  dropped  his  vein  of  wit 
and  spoke  out  in  full  seriousness.  Such  was  his  stirring 
address  to  the  citizens  of  London  in  “The  Champion”  of 
December  18,  1739,  just  before  a  municipal  election  which 
engaged  Walpole  and  his  opponents  in  a  bitter  struggle. 
Fielding  exhorted  the  citizens  not  to  be  bribed  and  drunk 
and  laughed  out  of  their  integrity  by  a  set  of  rascals.  The 
Opposition  won  the  election;  and  Fielding  overwhelmed 
“the  glorious  city  of  London”  with  praise  for  defying,  to 
its  eternal  renown,  “the  devil  and  all  his  works.”  Becom¬ 
ing  bolder  in  the  use  of  Walpole’s  name  as  the  Prime 
Minister’s  resignation  seemed  imminent,  he  printed,  evi¬ 
dently  writing  it  himself,  an  illiterate  letter  to  Sir  Robert, 
purporting  to  come  from  his  “lovin  cosen  John  W’llp’le,” 
condemned  to  death  and  awaiting  execution  in  Chelmsford 

*  June  28,  1740  (not  reprinted). 


265 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

jail.  Both  John  and  Robert,  it  is  related,  had  set  out  in  life 
together  and  both  were  approaching  similar  ends.  He 
republished  that  old  print  of  the  Golden  Rump  which  had 
been  put  into  circulation  just  before  the  Licensing  Act,  and 
explained  in  detail  the  worship  of  the  obscene  monster.  To 
Fielding  was  attributed,  though  the  pen  was  probably  held 
by  another  hand,  a  powerful  arraignment  of  Walpole  that 
appeared  under  the  signature  of  “B.  T.,”  in  “The  Cham¬ 
pion’  ’  for  June  14,  1740,  and  was  reprinted  on  the  seventh 
of  the  following  October.  The  two  parties  were  already 
preparing  for  a  general  election,  which  was  to  take  place  the 
next  spring.  ‘  ‘  The  Champion  ’  ’  looked  forward  to  that  elec¬ 
tion  drawing  near,  as  “a  Tryal  between  the  whole  Nation 
Plaintiff,  and  one  single  Man  Defendant”  and  prophesied, 
what  was  to  come  true,  that  it  would  be  the  last  hearing  and 
that  the  judgment  then  given  would  be  without  appeal. 
Twenty-seven  queries  were  put  to  the  electors  of  Great 
Britain,  involving  the  conduct  and  measures  of  a  Prime 
Minister  who  had  managed  the  affairs  of  state  for  the  sole 
benefit  of  himself,  his  relations,  dependants,  and  satellites — 
who,  within  a  space  of  twenty  years,  had  acquired,  out  of  an 
employment  of  five  thousand  pounds  per  annum,  an  estate 
in  land  of  ten  thousand  pounds  a  year  besides  spending 
twenty  thousand  pounds  annually  and  laying  out  two  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty  thousand  pounds  in  a  house  and  gardens. 
This  and  other  scathing  denunciations  of  Walpole  put  “The 
Champion”  in  the  forefront  of  the  Opposition  newspapers. 

Upon  Walpole’s  organ,  “The  Daily  Gazetteer,”  fell  the 
burden  of  meeting  the  attacks  of  “The  Champion.”  Its 
principal  writer — one  of  a  “legion”  which  included  The- 
ophilus  Cibber — signed  himself  “Ralph  Freeman.”  With¬ 
out  much  doubt,  he  was  one  Thomas  Pitt  alluded  to  in  “Pas- 
quin,”  who  was  then  writing  under  the  name  of  “Mr. 
Osborne.”*  According  to  “The  Champion,”  this  man  had 

*  E.  Budgell,  “The  Bee,”  Feb.  3-10,  1733,  p.  14. 
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formerly  been  arrested  for  “virulent  libels”  on  the  Walpole 
Government,  and  had  afterwards  changed  his  politics, 
becoming  an  advocate  of  the  Minister,  in  order  to  escape 
with  nnmaimed  body.  Freeman  was  a  master  of  vitupera¬ 
tion.  For  a  time  he  ignored  “The  Champion,”  but  one 
sting  after  another — one  or  more  in  almost  every  issue — at 
length  irritated  him  into  reply.  He  could  not  forever  re¬ 
main  silent  while  “The  Champion”  was  calling  him  a  dull 
and  scurrilous  fellow,  a  gnat,  a  garrulous  old  maid,  a  thing 
void  of  common  sense,  long  since  frightened  out  of  the  little 
wit  he  ever  had,  a  political  hack  just  learning  to  spell,  who, 
when  facts  and  rumours  fail,  flings  about  scandal  “as  a 
madman  would  firebrands,  on  all  he  meets.”  Such  was  the 
mouthpiece,  if  “The  Champion”  is  to  be  believed,  of  the 
Administration.  In  this  wretch  lay  its  chief  defence  before 
the  people. 

Freeman  retaliated  in  the  same  kind  of  abuse.  One  or 
both  of  the  writers  of  “The  Champion,”  it  was  asserted, 
had  done  their  best  to  get  on  the  staff  of  ‘  ‘  The  Gazetteer,  ’  ’ 
but  had  been  rejected  as  soon  as  their  “character  and 
morals  were  known.”  And  there  did  actually  appear  in 
“The  Gazetteer”  articles  and  letters  signed  Hercules 
Vinegar,  burlesquing  Fielding’s  style  and  opinions.*  There 
were  also  verses  addressed  to  Fielding,  epigrams  upon  him, 
and  fictitious  interviews  at  the  Globe  Tavern  with  the  man 
who  “scandal  prints  for  bread.”  Over  against  Fielding’s 
account  of  the  Vinegars,  Freeman  set  his  own  story  of  the 
family;  which  originated,  he  said,  in  Homer’s  Thersites 
and  was  now  terminating  in  Captain  Hercules,  a  quarrel¬ 
some  fellow,  who,  after  breaking  heads  in  a  country  parish, 
had  come  up  to  London  with  the  intention  of  turning  solici¬ 
tor,  but  all  of'  a  sudden  took  up  his  present  occupation  of 
mountebank,  thinking  that  he  might  earn  a  living  by 
bantering  “the  good  people  of  Great  Britain  not  only  out  of 

*“The  Daily  Gazetteer,”  March  30,  and  Sept.  18,  1741. 
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their  senses,  but  their  affection  to  the  best  modell’d  Con¬ 
stitution  in  the  world,  and  obedience  to  the  mildest  Govern¬ 
ment  that  ever  was.”*  Especially  was  Freeman’s  ire 
aroused  by  the  attack  on  Walpole  repeated  in  “The  Cham¬ 
pion”  of  October  7,  1740.  Two  days  later  he  came  out  with 
a  terrible  onslaught  on  Fielding  as  a  small  cur  yelping  in 
favour  of  faction.  Fielding  was  thoroughly  incompetent, 
Freeman  declared,  to  discuss  the  great  questions  of  state 
then  before  the  people — the  use  or  abuse  of  power,  the 
conduct  of  the  war,  or  the  freedom  and  independence  of 
Parliaments.  For  he  was  merely  “a  little,  low  creature, 
whose  utmost  extent  of  politicks  has  been  employ’d  in  over 
reaching  managers  of  play-houses  and  actors  ’  ’ ;  and  in  this 
low  sphere  even,  he  had  not  succeeded  as  a  politician,  but 
had  brought  upon  himself  the  contempt  of  all  who  had  ever 
dealt  with  him.  This  Hercules  Vinegar,  who  poses  as  the 
champion  of  virtue,  honour,  and  patriotism,  is  “a  con¬ 
temptible,  abject  thing,”  whose  private  character  cannot  be 
touched  upon  lest  the  rehearsal  make  the  reader  blush  with 
shame.  Like  the  bear-garden  hero  whom  he  assumes,  he 
drinks  with  anybody.  He  is  “  a  hireling,  and  a  mercenary,  ’  ’ 
“a  parrot”  taught  to  utter  the  resentments  of  his  party. 
Some  years  ago,  his  satirical  plays  against  “all  govern¬ 
ment  and  all  religion  whatever”  resulted  in  a  restraint 
upon  the  stage ;  and  his  present  conduct,  he  is  warned,  will 
surely  lead  to  a  curtailment  of  the  freedom  of  the  press. 
Such  is  the  fellow,  when  his  masque  is  off,  who  presumes 
to  address  the  nation,  to  set  forth  its  wrongs,  and  “to 
harangue  like  a  Demosthenes.” 

The  arraignment  of  the  Ministry  in  “The  Champion”  of 
October  7,  however,  could  not  be  dismissed  by  personal 
abuse  or  by  inquiring  what  right  its  author  had  to  set 
himself  up  as  “the  attorney-general”  of  his  party.  The 

*  ‘ ‘ The  Daily  Gazetteer,”  July  24,  1740.  Also  July  4,  29,  30,  Sept.  3,  12, 
17,  19,  Oct.  9,  17,  20,  1740;  July  31,  Aug.  5,  7,  Sept.  2,  7,  23,  30,  Oct.  30,  1741. 
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twenty-seven  articles  in  the  indictment  demanded  an 
answer;  and  in  order  to  answer  them,  it  was  necessary  to 
reprint  them  in  ‘ 1  The  Gazetteer.  ’  ’  Fielding  was  amused  to 
see  the  editor  in  a  dilemma.  In  Freeman’s  view,  “The 
Champion”  had  “outstripped  all  vehicles  of  sedition  in  the 
service  of  the  Opposition.”  Other  writers  had  hinted  at 
similar  accusations  against  an  “Honourable  Person,” 
whispering  them  about;  but  only  “Counsellor  F — d — g” 
had  ventured  to  put  them  into  print,  leaving  no  doubt  as  to 
what  the  leaders  of  the  Opposition  were  secretly  aiming 
at — which  was  nothing  short  of  “a  thorough  change  and  a 
general  censure  of  his  Majesty’s  Administration  and  its 
measures.”  On  October  16,  1740,  Fielding  returned  Free¬ 
man’s  fire  by  advertising  for  speedy  publication: 

PROPOSALS  for  printing,  by  Subscription,  an  Apology  for  the 
Life,  Actions,  and  Writings  of  Ralph  Freeman,  alias,  Court 
Evil,  Esq ;  containing  an  authentic  History  of  the  several  wonder¬ 
ful  Stages,  thro’  which  he  hath  passed  in  the  World;  together  with 
the  successful  Progress  of  Corruption ,  Baseness,  and  Treachery, 
during  his  Time. 

Written  by  Himself. 

In  a  mock  account  of  what  the  reader  might  expect  to  find 
in  the  Apology,  Fielding  enumerated  eight  heads,  the  first 
three  of  which  he  felt  constrained  not  to  enlarge  upon  since 
they  were  “entirely  of  a  private  nature.”  Still,  enough 
was  left  to  satisfy  the  curious ;  for  the  book  would  tell  how 
Freeman  wrote  “a  most  ingenious  comedy,  called,  The 
Old  Maid,”  which  the  capricious  Mr.  Rich  rejected;  how, 
‘  ‘  all  other  trades  failing,  ’  ’  he  turned  political  writer  to  the 
surprise  of  his  acquaintances,  who  apprehended  that  he  had 
not  yet  learned  to  spell;  how  at  first  he  wrote  upon  the 
“miserable  state  of  the  nation,”  and  was  quieted  by  his 
Majesty’s  messengers,  who  took  possession  of  his  “precious 
carcase”;  how  he  thereupon  deserted  his  party  out  of  fear, 
and  has  since  set  up  “a  splendid  equipage.  ...  To 
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which  will  be  added,  a  penitential  Hymn  upon  his  late  Mock- 
ings  and  Revilings  of  the  Man,  whom  the  King  delighteth 
to  honour;  and  a  new  Te  Deum ,  upon  his  happy  Conversion 
to  the  ministerial  Faith.  To  be  sung  by  the  Charity  Chil¬ 
dren  of  St.  James’s  Parish,  and  accompanied  with  the 
Organ,  by  Himself.” 

It  is  unnecessary  to  descend  further  into  the  political 
billingsgate  of  Freeman  versus  Fielding.  “The  Cham¬ 
pion’s”  bill  of  complaint  against  the  entire  policy  of  Wal¬ 
pole,  foreign  and  domestic,  by  whomsoever  drawn  up,  was 
the  Opposition’s  announcement  of  open  and  direct  war  to 
the  finish.  During  the  following  winter  similar  assaults 
were  made  in  Parliament  by  Argyle,  Carteret,  and  Sandys, 
culminating  in  February,  when  a  motion  was  introduced 
into  the  Lords  and  Commons  for  an  address  to  the  Crown 
that  Walpole  be  removed  from  “his  Majesty’s  presence 
and  counsels  for  ever.”  Though  the  motion  was  lost,  the 
Ministry  went  down  to  defeat  in  the  next  Parliament,  and 
Walpole  was  forced  to  resign.  While  the  ministerial  party 
was  jubilant  over  the  failure  of  the  motion,  Fielding  figured 
in  two  political  prints  quickly  placed  on  sale  by  the  artists 
of  Grub  Street.  The  first  of  them,  appearing  in  February, 
was  called  “The  Political  Libertines,  or  Motion  upon  Mo¬ 
tion.”  The  leaders  of  the  Opposition,  having  been  de¬ 
feated,  are  setting  out  in  a  coach  from  Westminster  Hall 
for  Yorkshire,  with  the  Duke  of  Argyle  in  the  forebox,  and 
the  lean  Lyttelton  following  on  Rosinante.  In  the  fore¬ 
ground  stands  Pulteney  piercing  with  drawn  sword,  held 
in  his  right  hand,  the  last  number  of  “The  Gazetteer,”  and 
leading  with  his  left  hand  the  editors  of  “The  Champion” 
and  “Common  Sense”  by  a  string  attached  to  their  noses. 
Fielding,  who  is  celebrated  in  doggerel  verses  beneath  as 
“the  Champion  of  the  agee,”  to  rhyme  with  “Being  witty, 
wise,  and  sagee,”  is  dressed  in  barrister’s  wig  and  gown, 
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and  holds  in  his  right  hand  a  scrctll  inscribed  Pasquin.  A 
gentleman  in  black  remarks  to  him:  “Z — ns  it’s  over.” 

The  second  print,  issued  in  March,  depicts  the  burial  of 
‘ 4  faction,  ’  ’  which  had  ‘  ‘  died  of  a  disappointment  ’  ’  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  13.  A  long  funeral  procession  is  led  by  five  standard- 
bearers  representing  the  five  anti-ministerial  newspapers 
and  holding  aloft  inscribed  banners.  Then  comes  the  bier 
on  which  lies  concealed  the  dead  motion,  followed  by  a  line 
of  mourners  bringing  up  the  rear  and  uttering  their  grief 
in  conventional  phrases.  By  the  tomb  of  faction,  where 
long  ago  were  buried  Jack  Cade  and  Wat  Tyler,  stand, 
awaiting  the  procession,  Sandys,  who  had  introduced  the 
motion  in  the  Commons,  and  the  poet  Clover,  who  had  taken 
an  active  part  against  the  ministerial  candidates  in  the 
recent  municipal  election.  Sandys  is  pronouncing  a  funeral 
oration,  and  Glover  is  reciting  an  elegy.  In  front,  Walpole 
and  a  group  of  his  followers  are  holding  their  sides  with 
laughter  at  the  motion-makers,  towards  whom  a  merry  devil 
is  advancing  with  the  hangman’s  rope  noosed  for  immediate 
use.  Among  the  standard-bearers — his  banner  emblazoned 
with  the  club  of  Captain  Hercules  Vinegar — Fielding  occu¬ 
pies  the  third  place.  It  is  a  rather  tall  and  vigorous  figure 
with  prominent  nose  and  chin,  in  harmony  with  his  descrip¬ 
tion  of  himself  in  “The  Champion.”* 

Next  to  the  Prime  Minister,  the  poet  laureate  engaged 
Fielding’s  attention  most.  Early  in  April,  1740,  Cibber 
published  an  autobiography,  giving  it  the  absurd  title  of 
“An  Apology  for  the  Life  of  Mr.  Colley  Cibber,  Comedian, 
and  late  Patentee  of  the  Theatre  Royal  .  .  .  Written  by 
Himself”;  hence  the  point  in  Fielding’s  announcement,  as 
we  have  just  seen,  of  “An  Apology  for  the  Life,  Actions, 
and  Writings  of  Ralph  Freeman.”  Both  men  had  lived 

*  The  two  cartoons  are  reproduced  by  Miss  Godden  from  copies  in  the  print 
room  of  the  British  Museum.  See  Stephens  and  Hawkins,  “Catalogue  of 
Prints  and  Drawings  in  the  British  Museum,”  Nos.  2479  and  2487. 
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lives  for  which  they  owed  an  apology  to  the  public. 
Cibber’s  book  is  still  interesting,  and  most  valuable  for 
details  concerning  the  stage.  But  it  is  a  formless  narrative, 
beginning  and  ending  nowhere,  verbose,  and  at  times 
running  into  nonsense  through  a  strange  and  forced  usage 
of  words  and  phrases  which  the  author  thought  elegant  or 
sublime.  At  many  points,  hook  and  author  exposed  them¬ 
selves  to  ridicule.  The  old  quarrel  between  Cibber  and 
Fielding  had  never  been  patched  up.  Fielding’s  last  word 
on  Cibber,  except  for  an  incidental  thrust  here  and  there, 
had  been  the  scene  in  “The  Historical  Register,”  where  the 
actor  and  stage-manager  make  over  Shakespeare’s  “King 
John”  into  a  better  play.  In  his  “Apology,”  Cibber  had  his 
revenge.  He  there  referred  to  Fielding  under  various 
opprobrious  names,  but  most  exasperatingly  as  “a  broken 
wit,  ”  who  a  few  years  ago  collected  a  company  of  comedians 
‘  ‘  who  for  some  time  acted  plays  in  the  Haymarket.  ’  ’  These 
pieces  were  mostly  “frank  and  free  farces  that  seem’d  to 
knock  all  distinctions  of  mankind  on  the  head;  religion, 
laws,  government,  priests,  judges,  and  ministers,  were  all 
laid  flat  at  the  feet  of  this  Herculean  satyrist.  ’  ’  Cibber  re¬ 
frained,  he  said,  from  describing  these  farces  further  and 
from  giving  their  titles  or  the  real  name  of  the  author,  lest 
by  mentioning  them  in  his  book  he  should  cause  them  to  be 
remembered.  The  inference  was  that  “Pasquin,”  even 
the  memory  of  it,  was  already  dead,  while  the  “Apology” 
would  be  immortal.* 

It  is  not  pleasant  to  be  called  “a  broken  wit”  if  the  de¬ 
scriptive  title  have  a  grain  of  truth  in  it.  Still,  Fielding 
was  as  little  piqued  by  the  appellation  as  a  man  could  be. 
In  any  case  the  “Apology”  would  not  have  escaped  his 
ridicule.  Indeed,  he  condemned  the  book  of  the  laureate 
before  he  could  have  read  much  of  it,  remarking  equivocally 
that,  “however  the  illustrious  person  may  wind  up  as  a 

*  “Apology,”  edited  by  E.  W.  Lowe,  1889,  I,  285-288. 
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man,  lie  will  certainly  end  as  an.  author  with  a  very  had 
Life.  ’  ’  This  was  anticipatory  of  the  sport  that  was  to  begin 
in  “The  Champion”  as  soon  as  the  “Apology”  was  gen¬ 
erally  in  the  hands  of  the  public.  Fielding  announced  for 
the  next  issue  of  his  paper  the  performance  of  “a  farce 
call’d  the  Apology” ;  which  proved  to  be  a  brief  sketch  of 
Cibber’s  life  made  up  of  absurd  shreds  from  the  auto¬ 
biography.  The  author  of  the  “Apology,”  instead  of  being 
born,  as  one  usually  writes,  in  1671,  “made  his  first  forward 
step  into  nature”  during  that  year,  so  that  “the  fate  of 
King  James,  the  Prince  of  Orange,  and  himself,  were  all  at 
once  on  the  anvil.”  In  course  of  time  he  fell  in  love  with 
“the  Emanation  of  Beauty,”  etc.  Fielding  also  picked  out 
pages  of  detached  sentences  and  phrases  which  failed  in 
grammar  or  meant  nothing,  such  as  the  use  of  ‘  ‘  shine  ’  ’  and 
“regret”  as  transitive  verbs  and  of  the  noun  “adept”  in 
the  sense  of  “novice.”  In  one  mood,  he  thought  the 
“Apology”  worth  translating  into  English;  in  another  he 
proved  against  cavillers  that,  if  logic  is  to  be  trusted,  it 
was  already  English  and  so  stood  in  no  need  of  translation. 
“Whatever  book,”  he  said,  “is  writ  in  no  other  language, 
is  writ  in  English.  This  book  is  writ  in  no  other  language, 
ergo,  it  is  writ  in  English.”* 

In  continuation  of  the  jest,  Fielding  summoned,  on  May 
17,  1740,  Cibber  before  the  Court  of  Censorial  Enquiry  set 
up  by  Captain  Hercules  Vinegar,  on  an  indictment  for 
murdering  the  English  Language.  This  number  of  “The 
Champion”  became  so  popular  that  the  pirate  Curll  two 
months  later  republished  it  with  other  Cibberian  passages, 
in  a  pamphlet  called  “The  Tryal  of  Colley  Cibber,  Come¬ 
dian  .  .  .  for  writing  a  Book  intitled  An  Apology  for  his 
Life  .  .  .  being  a  thorough  Examination  thereof ;  wherein 
he  is  proved  guilty  of  High  Crimes  and  Misdemeanors 
against  the  English  Language,  and  in  characterising  many 

*  See  numbers  for  April  1,  15,  22,  29,  May  3,  6,  10,  17,  24,  1740. 
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Persons  of  Distinction.  ’  ’  It  was  dedicated  by  its  compiler, 
“T.  Johnson,”  to  Ralph,  and  it  ended  with  an  “ advertise¬ 
ment”  in  which  Fielding  (who  had  married  “one  of  the 
pretty  Miss  Cradocks  of  Salisbury”)  was  assured  of  being 
mentioned  in  capitals  in  the  third  edition — the  second 
was  already  out — of  the  “Apology,”  provided  he  would 
acknowledge  himself  the  author  of  “eighteen  strange  things 
called  tragical  comedies  and  comical  tragedies”  lately 
advertised  by  his  publisher. 

It  was  a  busy  day  when  Cibber  appeared  before  Captain 
Hercules  Vinegar.  A  complaint  had  been  lodged  against 
“A.  P.  Esq.”  (short  for  Alexander  Pope,  Esq.)  for  abetting 
the  rogueries  of  “one  Forage,  alias  Brass,  alias  his 
Honour”  (otherwise  Walpole),  because,  though  knowing 
them,  he  had  not  exposed  them.  On  the  plea  of  Pope’s 
lawyer  that  no  one  could  be  punished  in  one  court  for  not 
doing  the  thing  for  which  he  would  surely  be  punished  in 
another,  the  prisoner  was  discharged;  and  Mr.  Pope’s  con¬ 
duct  of  remaining  silent,  in  view  of  the  Ministry’s  control 
of  the  higher  courts,  was  fully  approved.  Brass  himself 
was  also  brought  to  the  bar ;  but,  as  the  indictment  against 
him  was  very  long,  reaching  indeed  “from  Westminster  to 
the  Tower,  ’  ’  the  Captain  deferred  the  hearing  until  the  next 
day.  As  an  incident  of  the  proceedings,  T.  P.  (Theophilus 
Pistol  alias  Theophilus  Cibber)  was  called  to  the  bar,  but 
the  jailer  announced  that  he  could  not  produce  the  prisoner, 
for  he  had  been  ‘  ‘  that  morning  taken  out  of  his  custody  by 
the  officer  of  another  court.”  Young  Cibber  was  then  suing 
a  country  gentleman  for  detaining  his  wife. 

As  soon  as  other  business  was  out  of  the  way,  Colley 
Cibber  stepped  to  the  bar  and  was  asked  to  hold  up  his 
right  hand.  The  prisoner  hesitated,  uncertain  which  was 
his  right  hand.  The  ludicrous  incident  might  be  interpreted 
in  two  ways.  The  actor  was,  as  the  town  all  knew,  left- 
handed  ;  and  the  inability  to  distinguish  between  the  right 
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and  the  left  hand  is,  according  to  the  proverb,  the  mark  of  a 
fool.  The  equivocation  was  left  to  the  reader’s  sense  of 
humour.  It  was  brought  out  by  various  witnesses  who  had 
seen  Cibber  composing  his  book  or  who  had  read  it,  that  the 
defendant  had  made  a  grievous  assault  upon  the  English 
language  with  a  goose  quill,  but  that  he  had  not  actually 
murdered  it.  The  prisoner  himself,  on  addressing  the 
court,  pleaded  that  such  wounds  as  he  may  have  inflicted 
proceeded  not  from  enmity  but  from  accident  only;  and 
called  a  critic  to  show  that  the  real  murderer  was  Dr. 
George  Cheyne,  physician  of  Bath,  whose  “  Philosophical 
Conjectures”  was  simply  a  congregation  of  sentences  with¬ 
out  any  meaning  at  all;  whereas  in  Cibber’s  “Apology” 
for  his  life  the  meaning  was  merely  obscured  by  slips  in 
grammar  and  orthography.  The  Court,  after  hearing  a 
passage  read  from  Dr.  Cheyne ’s  late  book,  “ordered  it 
to  be  immediately  taken  into  custody,”  and  pronounced 
sentence  upon  Cibber.  From  all  that  he  had  heard,  the 
Captain  said,  in  summing  up  the  evidence,  the  “Apology” 
was  “a  very  entertaining”  hook,  and  “several  parts  of 
it  were  really  excellent.”  The  trouble  was  that  the 
author’s  warmth  of  imagination  often  led  him  into  non¬ 
sense,  while  at  the  same  time  the  coldness  of  his  prin¬ 
ciples  led  him  into  the  expression  of  political  opinions  that 
could  never  come  from  the  head  or  heart  of  a  true  English¬ 
man.  At  this  point,  the  Captain’s  wife  Joan  whispered  into 
her  husband’s  ear  that  Cibber  had  promised  to  advertise 
the  “Apology”  twice  in  “The  Champion”;  whereupon  the 
Captain,  “not  from  the  motive  of  a  bribe,  but  of  the 
prisoner’s  submission  to  his  correction,”  directed  the  jury 
to  bring  in  a  verdict  of  chance-medley. 

As  if  in  accordance  with  the  author’s  promise,  two  adver¬ 
tisements  of  the  “Apology”  appeared  in  “The  Champion.” 
Were  they  genuine  or  were  they  inserted  by  Fielding  to 
complete  the  jest?  They  were  notices  of  the  second  edition 
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at  five  shillings ;  the  first  had  cost  a  gminea,  which  Fielding 
thought  might  interfere  with  that  eternity  of  fame  the 
modest  laureate  felt  so  certain  of.  Fielding  kept  up  the  fun 
with  Cibber  as  long  as  it  interested  the  public.  Perhaps 
his  best  stroke  is  in  a  Lucian  vision,  where  the  laureate  is 
sent  to  Hades.  All  who  pass  Charon’s  ferry  are  stripped  by 
Mercury  of  clothes  and  belongings.  “An  elderly  gentle¬ 
man  with  a  piece  of  wither’d  laurel  on  his  head,”  however, 
slipped  into  the  boat  with  the  laurel  on,  though  otherwise 
dismantled,  for  it  was  so  small  that  it  escaped  the  notice 
of  the  clear-eyed  Mercury. 

Burlesque,  satire,  and  politics  gave  zest  to  “The  Cham¬ 
pion”  and  made  secure  its  circulation.  Fielding  was  fear¬ 
less  and  reckless  in  the  style  of  the  old  “Grub-street  Jour¬ 
nal,”  which  he  affected  to  despise;  but  “The  Champion” 
was  much  more  than  a  newspaper  of  the  smart  type.  Like 
“The  Tatler”  and  “The  Spectator,”  it  professed  rather 
to  give  the  news,  as  it  were,  of  the  moral  world — to  deal 
with  the  follies  of  society  and  with  the  virtues  and  vices 
inherent  in  human  nature.  Fielding’s  touch  was  rarely  so 
light  as  either  Steele’s  or  Addison’s.  His  character- 
sketches,  few  in  number  outside  the  Vinegars,  never  had 
the  vividness  of  a  Sir  Roger  de  Coverley  or  a  Will  Wimple 
even.  This  seems  strange  when  one  considers  that  Field¬ 
ing’s  hand  had  been  long  practised  in  the  drama.  His 
dreams  and  visions,  too,  after  the  manner  of  Addison’s 
“Vision  of  Mirza,”  seem  mostly  forced  and  unnatural. 
Likewise  his  direct  imitations  of  Swift  lack  the  invention 
and  fancy  of  the  Dean  of  St.  Patrick’s.  His  “Voyages  of 
Mr.  Job  Vinegar,”  lying  hidden  in  “The  Champion,”  ought 
perhaps  to  be  reprinted  as  a  curiosity,  but  the  book  would 
have  little  of  the  charm  of  “The  Voyages  of  Mr.  Lemuel 
Gulliver”;  boys  would  not  read  it.  The  fact  is,  one  is  apt 
to  feel  that  there  is  a  man  of  rare  talent  behind  the  Cham¬ 
pion  papers,  but  that  he  has  not  adequately  expressed 
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himself,  that  he  has  written  in  ha-ste,  that  he  has  had  no 
time  to  revise  and  mould  his  essays  into  the  perfect  form 
of  which  he  is  capable. 

“The  Champion”  nevertheless  mnst  have  been  a  revela¬ 
tion  to  Fielding’s  contemporaries,  who  had  hitherto  known 
him  only  as  the  author  of  clever  farces.  The  man  who  had 
written  “Pasquin”  and  “Tom  Thumb,”  was  strangely 
familiar  with  the  great  essayists  like  Montaigne  and  Bacon ; 
his  mind  was  saturated  with  the  ideas  of  several  of  the 
great  moralists  and  philosophers — Plato,  Cicero,  Horace, 
Locke,  and  Shaftesbury;  he  had  read  innumerable  sermons, 
preferring  because  of  their  wit  those  of  Dr.  South;  his 
knowledge  of  the  New  Testament,  which  he  read  in  the 
Greek,  seemed  as  intimate  as  if  he  had  been  bred  to  the 
church;  and  for  the  deism  and  atheism  of  the  time  he  had 
all  the  abhorrence  of  the  most  orthodox  bishop.  So,  apart 
from  his  political  allegories  and  his  sport  with  Cibber  and 
Freeman,  his  most  characteristic  essays  became,  from  the 
very  first,  moral  disquisitions.  He  liked  to  show,  expand¬ 
ing  Horace,  how  narrow  is  the  boundary  between  the  virtues 
and  the  vices — that  certain  endowments  of  nature  or  ac¬ 
quired  characteristics,  like  valour  and  wit,  though  admired 
by  the  world,  are  really  dependent,  for  the  good  or  the 
harm  they  do,  upon  the  disposition  of  the  possessor.  Again, 
the  world  judges,  we  are  told  by  Fielding  as  well  as  by 
Montaigne,  mostly  by  appearances ;  so  that  a  good  man,  in 
order  to  preserve  his  reputation,  must  always  wear  a  decent 
behaviour;  while  a  rogue — a  Jonathan  Wild,  for  instance — 
may  assume  all  the  trappings  of  the  cardinal  virtues  and 
pass  for  one  of  the  best  men  in  the  kingdom.  The  conclu¬ 
sion  is,  after  the  subject  has  been  examined  in  many  aspects, 
that  not  much  can  be  determined  of  a  man’s  character  by 
his  outward  practice  of  the  ancient  virtues.  The  hypocrite 
is  most  ostentatious  of  them. 

Above  all  else  Fielding  places  “good  nature,”  which  he 
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defends  against  the  charge  that  it  is  but  the  passive  attitude 
of  a  fool  or  a  coward,  ready  to  accept  an  affront  and 
averse  to  the  punishment  of  vice  and  villainy.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  he  maintains  that  it  is  a  most  active  impetus  of  the 
heart,  and  so  contributes  to  the  welfare  and  happiness  of 
all  who  come  within  its  sphere.  ‘  ‘  This  is  that  amiable 
quality,’ ’  he  says  in  an  eloquent  paragraph,  “which,  like 
the  sun,  gilds  over  all  our  other  virtues;  this  it  is,  which 
enables  us  to  pass  through  all  the  offices  and  stations  of 
life  with  real  merit.  This  only  makes  the  dutiful  son,  the 
affectionate  brother,  the  tender  husband,  the  indulgent 
father,  the  kind  master,  the  faithful  friend,  and  the  firm 
patriot.  This  makes  us  gentle  without  fear,  humble  without 
hopes,  and  charitable  without  ostentation,  and  extends  the 
power,  knowledge,  strength,  and  riches  of  individuals  to  the 
good  of  the  whole.  It  is  (as  Shakspeare  calls  it)  the  milk, 
or  rather  the  cream  of  human  nature,  and  whoever  is  pos¬ 
sessed  of  this  perfection  should  be  pitied,  not  hated  for 
the  want  of  any  other.  Whereas  all  other  virtues  without 
some  tincture  of  this,  may  be  well  called  splendida  peccata; 
for  the  richer,  stronger,  more  powerful,  or  more  knowing 
an  ill-natured  man  is,  the  greater  mischief  he  will 
perpetrate.”* 

There  are,  too,  impressive  essays  on  charity  and  poverty, 
ending  with  a  description  of  the  debtors’  prison,  which 
Fielding  aptly  calls  “a  prototype  of  hell.”  He  writes  a 
paper  against  cruelty  to  horses  as  he  has  seen  it  along 
Fleet  Street  by  the  Temple, — animals  that  contribute  so 
much  “to  health,  business,  and  diversion”;  and  another 
paper  against  “roasting,”  or  making  sport  of  some  mental 
or  physical  blemish  of  a  good  but  awkward  man  in  com¬ 
pany.  As  for  himself,  Fielding  says  that  he  can  never 
forget  that  he  is  a  son  of  the  “great  and  general  mother,” 
and  feels  pity  rather  than  contempt  for  the  misfortunes  and 

*  ‘ ‘ The  Champion,”  March  27,  1740. 
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miseries  of  others.  So  when  he  -sees  an  ill-natnred  jester 
at  this  kind  of  play,  it  is  his  custom  to  protect  the  gentle¬ 
man  ridiculed  and  to  turn  “the  current  of  laughter”  upon 
the  sorry  buffoon.  No  less  than  five  papers  are  given  to 
“An  Apology  for  the  Clergy”  against  the  infidelity  of  the 
age,  in  the  course  of  which'  are  enumerated  all  the  good 
qualities  that  should  be  possessed  by  the  country  parson 
if  he  would  follow  in  the  footsteps  of  his  Master,  as  dis¬ 
tinguished  from  the  inherent  meanness  of  another  type  of 
parson  who  makes  use  of  his  religion  as  a  screen  to  a 
malevolent  temper,  “not  grieving  at,  but  triumphing  over 
the  sins  of  men,  and  rejoicing,  like  the  devil,  that  they  will 
be  punished  for  them.”  The  people  are  warned  against 
philosophic  atheism,  the  acceptance  of  which,  whether  true 
or  false,  will  put  an  end  to  happiness  on  earth ;  and,  if  false, 
will  lead  to  dreadful  consequences  hereafter.  This  is  the 
Fielding  that  could  not  have  been  surmised  from  his  farces. 

Several  of  his  moral  essays  proceed  by  irony,  in  which 
he  was  fast  becoming  skilled.  Fielding  argues,  for  example, 
that  learning — Greek  and  Latin — is  no  longer  necessary  to 
success  in  law,  medicine,  divinity — or  in  poetry.  True,  in 
this  contention,  he  differs  from  Cicero;  but  times  have 
changed  since  then,  and  London  now  has  many  men  eminent 
in  the  professions  who  are  outspoken  in  their  contempt  for 
the  classical  literatures, — and  a  poet  laureate  who  pretends 
to  nothing  more  than  an  ability  to  read.  On  the  oft- 
repeated  saying  that  the  use  of  speech  is  the  essential  mark 
dividing  man  from  the  brutes,  Fielding  expresses  some 
doubt,  contrary  to  the  opinions  of  Cicero  and  Locke,  as  to 
the  universal  advantages  of  speech,  in  view  of  man’s  misuse 
of  language  in  many  current  words  and  phrases  that  con¬ 
tain  no  more  ideas  than  the  unintelligible  sounds  of  the 
brute  creation.  The  old  maxim  that  “the  force  of  example 
is  infinitely  stronger,  as  well  as  quicker,  than  precept”  in 
its  action  on  the  young,  which  has  the  authority  of  Terence, 
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he  would  not  question,  but  he  would  go  a  step  further  and 
assert  that  “we  are  much  better  and  easier  taught  by  the 
examples  of  what  we  are  to  shun,  than  by  those  which 
would  instruct  us  what  to  pursue.’ ’  Accordingly  he  would 
advocate  the  establishment  of  a  school,  of  which  the  master 
“should  get  drunk  twice  or  thrice  a  week  .  .  .  and  expose 
himself  to  the  scholars,”  and  the  usher  should  place  the 
blockheads  at  the  head  of  the  class  to  the  discouragement 
of  learning  and  the  ridicule  of  virtue.  This  was  a  deserved 
satire  on  the  ordinary  grammar-school  of  the  period,  such 
as  Laurence  Sterne  had  attended  only  a  few  years  before. 

There  is  also  a  vision  imitated  from  Lucian,  in  which 
Fielding  assembles  on  the  hither  side  of  the  Styx  a  crowd 
of  his  contemporaries  who  are  not  suffered  to  enter 
Charon’s  boat  unless  they  consent  to  be  shorn  by  Mercury 
of  their  gewgaws,  affectations,  and  honours.  One  of  the 
company  thought  the  ceremony  of  undressing  was  carried 
too  far,  and  so  had  to  return  to  the  earth.  He  was,  says 
Fielding,  “a  tall  man,  .  .  .  who  stripp’d  off  an  old  grey 
coat  with  great  readiness,  but  as  he  was  stepping  into  the 
boat,  Mercury  demanded  half  his  chin,  which  he  utterly 
refused  to  comply  with,  insisting  on  it  that  it  was  all  his 
own.  On  enquiry,  I  was  told  that  he  had  been  sent  hither 
once  or  twice  before  by  the  pit.  After  a  long  dispute, 
Mercury  bid  him  go  back  and  be  d — mn’d  again;  to  which 
he  answer’d,  he  would  see  him  d — mn’d  first.”*  That  tall 
man  in  grey  coat  and  long  chin  London  audiences  had  in 
truth  sent  across  the  Styx  more  than  once. 

The  importance  of  ‘  ‘  The  Champion  ’  ’  as  the  link  between 
Fielding’s  plays  and  his  approaching  work  in  prose  fiction 
should  be  apparent.  In  his  contributions  to  this  periodical 
lie  imbedded  the  first  draft  of  “A  Journey  from  this  World 
to  the  Next,”  indications  of  the  ironic  point  of  view  elab¬ 
orated  in  “Jonathan  Wild,”  the  first  sketches,  though 

*  “The  Champion,”  May  24,  1740. 
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lacking  in  narrative,  for  a  Parson  Adams  and  a  Parson 
Trulliber,  and  the  ethics  on  which  was  built  the  young  man 
named  Tom  Jones.  For  nearly  two  years  Fielding’s  mind 
thus  luxuriated  in  all  those  moral  considerations  necessary 
to  the  serious  novel  of  character.  The  pressure  of  circum¬ 
stance  had  made  an  essayist  out  of  a  playwright,  and  Field¬ 
ing  thereby  gained  that  same  facility  in  continuous  prose 
which  he  had  shown  in  writing  dialogue.  Without  his  ex¬ 
perience  on  “The  Champion,”  the  novel  would  not  have 
come  so  easily  to  him — if,  indeed,  it  would  have  come  at  all. 
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SHAMELA  AND  STRAY  PAPERS 

While  writing  essays  for  “The  Champion” — one,  two, 
and  sometimes  three  a  week — Fielding  also  put  forth,  as 
occasion  arose,  “a  large  number  of  fugitive  political 
tracts,”  says  Murphy  without  mentioning  any  one  of  them 
by  title.  For  this  reason,  the  truth  of  Murphy’s  statement 
has  been  often  questioned ;  but  search  has  brought  to  light 
Fielding’s  definite  or  probable  connection  with  several 
anonymous  productions  lying  partly  within  this  period, 
not  all  of  which  are  political.  At  the  same  time  re-examina¬ 
tion  of  one  or  two  minor  pieces  formerly  thought  to  be  his 
has  made  the  ascription  doubtful.  It  will  be  interesting  to 
state  here  the  results. 

Fielding  was  once  suspected  of  having  a  hand  in  a  mock 
autobiography  of  Theophilus  Cibber,  which  was  published 
in  July,  1740,*  by  J.  Mechell  of  Fleet  Street.  It  was  a  two- 
shilling  pamphlet  entitled  “An  Apology  for  the  Life  of 

Mr.  T . C . ,  Comedian.  Being  a  Proper  Sequel 

to  the  Apology  for  the  Life  of  Mr.  Colley  Cibber,  Comedian. 
.  .  .  Supposed  to  be  written  by  Himself.”  As  this  apology 
for  the  misdeeds  of  the  son  followed  closely  upon  the  sport 
that  “The  Champion”  was  having  with  the  father,  the  wits 
naturally  regarded  it  as  Fielding’s  completion  of  the  jest. 
Who  else,  it  might  be  asked,  possessed  the  intimate  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  stage  displayed  in  the  pamphlet,  or  the  ability 
to  write  in  a  style  which  everybody  at  once  recognized  as 
a  burlesque  of  both  father  and  son?  It  was  the  style  of  a 

*  ‘  ‘  The  Gentleman ’s  Magazine,  ’  ’  July,  1740. 
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madman  who  had  a  fool  for  a  father.  Subsequent  papers 
in  “The  Champion,”  not  included  in  the  reprint,  rather 
deepened  the  suspicion  of  Fielding’s  authorship  of  the 
pamphlet.  On  September  6,  he  ironically  praised  the 
Cibbers  as  two  great  writers,  hitherto  overlooked,  who  had 
aided  Freeman  of  “The  Gazetteer”  in  rendering  Walpole 
that  justice  which  was  denied  him  by  Pope,  Swift,  and 
Young,  who  seem  never  to  have  been  warmed  by  his  glorious 
deeds.  The  shrillness  of  the  son’s  style  he  likened  to  a 
trumpet;  while  the  father’s  style,  he  thought,  resembled 
more  a  lute  or  rather  a  jew’s-harp.  “The  father  lulls  you  to 
sleep,  the  son  awakens  you  out  of  it;  the  father  sets  your 
teeth  on  edge :  the  son  makes  your  head  ache.  To  sum  up 
their  merits  in  two  words :  the  father  writes  as  no  one  ever 
wrote  before,  the  son  as  none  will  ever  write  again.”  Then 
came,  on  October  16,  Fielding’s  proposal  for  printing  by 
subscription  “An  Apology  for  the  Life  ...  of  Ralph 
Freeman  Esq.,”  which  he  said  would  appear  under  the 
auspices  of  “T[heophilus]  C[ibber],  Publisher-General  of 
the  Ministerial  Society.”  In  line  with  this  jest  is  an  iron¬ 
ical  dedication  of  young  Cibber’s  “Apology”  to  “a  certain 
gentleman,”  that  is,  to  Walpole,  in  which  the  author,  bur¬ 
lesquing  Colley  Cibber’s  dedication  of  his  book  to  another 
‘  ‘  certain  gentleman,  ’  ’  hints  that  he  is  ready,  on  proper  en¬ 
couragement,  to  write  an  apology  for  the  life  of  the  Prime 
Minister  also.  This  all  sounds  very  much  like  Fielding. 
So,  too,  the  facetious  chapter  headings  and  sometimes  the 
concluding  sentence  of  a  chapter,  like  “As  I  have  given 
you,  reader,  the  bill  of  fare  of  the  next  chapter,  it  is  in  your 
own  option  whether  you  will  set  [sic]  down  to  the  meal.” 

The  technical  features  of  the  style,  however,  are  not 
Fielding’s;  nor  do  any  books  known  to  be  his  bear  the 
imprint  of  Mechell.  Accordingly,  without  positive  external 
evidence,  it  is  impossible  to  fix  upon  Fielding  this  piece  of 
mischief.  “Who  the  low  rogue  of  an  author  was,”  said 
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young  Cibber  a  decade  later,  “I  could  never  learn.”  The 
“low  rogue”  was  someone  connected  with  the  Opposition. 
So  much  is  certain.  Although  Fielding,  I  think,  did  not 
actually  write  the  book,  he  was  doubtless  in  the  secret,  and 
may  have  lent  his  aid  here  and  there.  A  passage  in  the 
seventh  chapter,  apparently  hostile  to  him,  does  not  militate 
against  this  conclusion,  for  the  passage  is  clearly  ironical. 
By  whomsoever  written,  it  was  framed  as  it  is  in  order  to 
give  the  impression  of  a  genuine  autobiography. 

Not  long  ago  it  was  discovered,  almost  by  accident,  that 
Fielding  had  some  part  in  an  extensive  piece  of  transla¬ 
tion — three  octavo  volumes  of  it,  covering  more  than  a 
thousand  pages.  The  evidence  is  a  receipt  that  Fielding 
gave  to  John  Nourse,  the  bookseller,  for  an  advance  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  work.  It  is  a  narrow  slip  of  paper  running  as 
follows : 

Rec^  March  the  10  1739  of  Mr  John 
Nourse  the  sum  of  forty  five  Pound  in 
Part  of  Payment  for  the  Translation  of  the 
History  of  Charles  the  twelfth  by  me 

Hen:  Ffielding. 

On  the  reverse  side  of  the  slip  are  curious  reckonings  in 
pounds,  shillings,  and  pence,  amounting  to  seventy  pounds 
or  more.  The-  date  March  10,  1739,  means  in  the  present 
usage  March  10,  1740.  According  to  the  story,  this  old 
receipt,  long  hidden  away  in  a  scrapbook  owned  by  Mr. 
J ohn  Dillon  of  Kensington,  was  overlooked  when  the  larger 
part  of  the  collector’s  books  and  manuscripts  were  sold 
half  a  century  ago.  It  was  but  a  yellow  strip  of  paper 
among  the  remnants  of  Mr.  Dillon’s  library,  having  little 
consequence.  The  supposed  autograph  is  now  valued  at 
several  guineas  a  word.* 

*  The  history  of  the  receipt  as  given  here  was  derived  in  June,  1911,  from 
Mr.  James  Tregaskis,  232  High  Holborn,  London,  who  had  then  recently  pur¬ 
chased  the  manuscript.  The  receipt  was  sold  at  Sotheby’s,  July  20,  1916. 
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The  book  of  which  Fielding  agreed  to  supply  a  transla¬ 
tion  was  the  “Histoire  Militaire  de  Charles  XII  Roi  de 
Suede  .  .  .  par  Mr.  Gustave  Adlerfeld,  Chambellan  du 
Roi.”  Adlerfeld,  as  royal  historiographer,  had  accom¬ 
panied  Charles  on  several  of  his  campaigns  down  to  the 
disastrous  battle  of  Poltava,  where  he  was  slain.  A  very 
full  and  complete  diary  of  military  events  which  he  kept 
for  the  King,  was  translated  from  the  Swedish  manuscript 
into  French  by  his  son,  C.  M.  E.  Adlerfeld,  and  published  at 
Amsterdam,  with  some  additions,  under  the  title  as  given 
above.  A  dedication  to  the  Duke  of  Schleswig-Holstein  is 
dated  July  6,  1739;  while  the  title-page  bears  the  date  of 
1740.  So  intimate  a  biography  as  this  of  the  man  who  had 
been  the  terror  of  Europe  within  the  memory  of  men  still 
living,  called  for  immediate  translation  into  English;  and 
Fielding  was  selected  to  do  the  work.  On  October  16,  1740, 
“The  Champion”  announced,  as  this  day  published,  “The 
Military  History  of  Charles  XII.  King  of  Sweden,  Written 
by  the  express  Order  of  his  Majesty,  By  M.  Gustavus  Adler¬ 
feld,  Chamberlain  to  the  King.  To  which  is  added,  An  exact 
Account  of  the  Battle  of  Pultowa,  with  a  Journal  of  the 
King’s  Retreat  to  Bender.  Illustrated  with  Plans  of  the 
Battles  and  Sieges.  Translated  into  English.  .  .  .  Printed 
for  J.  and  P.  Knapton  in  Ludgate-street ;  J.  Hodges  upon 
London-B ridge ;  A.  Millar  opposite  to  St.  Clement’s  Church 
in  the  Strand;  and  J.  Nourse  without  Temple-Bar.”  The 
booksellers  among  whom  was  divided  the  expense  of  the 
undertaking  were  all  Fielding’s  friends.  Nourse  and 
Hodges  were  partners  in  “The  Champion”;  the  Knaptons, 
as  well  as  Nourse,  received  much  free  advertising  from  the 
newspaper  in  the  way  of  puffs  for  their  books  ;*  and  Millar 

Copied  by  permission.  On  the  question  whether  Fielding  actually  translated 
the  book,  see  J.  E.  Wells,  “Journal  of  English  and  Germanic  Philology,” 
Oct.,  1912,  Vol.  XI,  No.  4,  pp.  603-613.  See  also  “The  London  Times,”  Sept. 
3  and  4,  1913. 

*  For  example,  on  June  17  and  Oct.  16,  1740. 
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was  soon  to  publish  “ Joseph  Andrews.”  It  is  to  be  sur¬ 
mised  that  the  Knaptons  were  also  shareholders  in  “The 
Champion,”  though  their  name  does  not  appear  in  the  list 
so  far  as  it  has  been  published.  But  that  list  is  incomplete, 
lacking,  it  would  seem,  just  one  name.  At  any  rate  the 
translation  was  mainly  an  enterprise  of  those  booksellers 
who  were  interested  in  “The  Champion.” 

It  is  not  quite  certain  that  the  translation  was  made  by 
Fielding.  There  have  been  intimations  that  the  receipt  may 
be  a  forgery.  Fielding’s  name  does  not  appear  on  the 
title-page ;  nor  is  the  style  marked  by  his  favourite  phrases 
or  peculiar  usages,  like  hath  for  has.  Further  perplexity 
has  arisen  with  the  discovery  of  an  abridgment  of  the 
translation  in  one  volume  which  appeared  in  1742,  having 
the  name  of  “James  Ford,  Esq.”  on  the  title-page  as  trans¬ 
lator.  Hence  the  inference  that  this  gentleman,  otherwise 
unknown  in  the  world  of  letters,  was  really  the  translator 
of  the  complete  work  and  that  he  afterwards  abridged  it 
in  order  to  secure  a  wider  sale.  Notwithstanding  these  con¬ 
siderations,  the  first  translation  was  probably  Fielding’s 
either  in  whole  or  in  part.  No  good  reason  has  ever  been 
offered  for  questioning  the  genuineness  of  the  receipt,  the 
signature  of  which  corresponds,  though  assertions  have 
been  made  to  the  contrary,  with  other  signatures  of  Field¬ 
ing.  Naturally  Fielding,  who  often  published  anonymously, 
would  not  care  to  put  his  name  to  a  piece  of  hack-work. 
Aiming  to  be  faithful  to  the  French,  his  style  would  of  neces¬ 
sity  lack  its  usual  freedom,  and  his  publishers  might  well  re¬ 
quest  him  to  discard  the  antiquated  verb  forms  which  he 
loved.  The  abridgment  of  1742,  be  it  observed,  has  on  its 
title-page  no  name  of  publisher,  but  instead  of  it  the  phrase : 
“Printed  and  Sold  by  the  Book-sellers  in  Town  and  Coun¬ 
try.”  This  was  a  common  imprint  of  the  pirate.  Without 
doubt  the  pirate  in  this  instance  was  R.  Walker,  a  small 
bookseller  in  Fleet  Lane,  who  advertised  his  wares  at  the 
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end  of  the  volume.  The  poor  drudge  in  his  employ  may 
or  may  not  have  been  named  James  Ford;  may  or  may  not 
have  had  the  right  to  place  “Esq.”  after  his  name;  for  a 
fictitious  author  with  a  fictitious  title  was  then  regarded  as  a 
profitable  adjunct  to  literary  piracy.  Very  likely  Fielding 
began  the  work  on  Adlerfeld,  became  tired  of  it,  and  turned 
it  over  to  Ralph  or  to  his  friend  Parson  Young,  who  was 
then  in  London,  seeking  employment  of  this  kind. 

The  English  of  the  translation,  especially  through  the 
first  of  the  three  volumes,  is  reasonably  exact  as  well  as 
beautiful,  rarely  giving,  except  for  some  purpose,  the  im¬ 
pression  that  there  was  a  French  original.  At  times  an 
unnecessary  footnote  is  omitted,  or  a  new  one  is  added  as 
an  aid  to  the  English  reader.  This  is  the  manner  in  which 
Fielding  would  have  proceeded.  It  cannot  be  said,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  translation  is  all  of  a  piece;  its  quality  is 
more  uneven  in  the  later  volumes,  indicating  either  haste 
on  Fielding’s  part  or  the  appearance  of  another  writer 
less  familiar  with  the  French.  Whatever  may  have  been 
Fielding’s  share  in  the  translation — whether  it  be  all  his 
own  or  whether  he  farmed  out  a  part  of  it — the  task  proved 
most  uncongenial  to  him.  He  could  not  have  been  beyond 
the  first  volume  when  he  stopped,  in  a  paper  on  true  and 
false  greatness  published  in  “The  Champion”  of  May  3, 
1740,  to  vent  his  impatience  at  the  praise  commonly  be¬ 
stowed  upon  an  engineer  who  blows  up  “a  rotten  redoubt” 
or  successfully  defends  “a  sound  and  strong  rampart,”  or 
upon  a  world-conqueror  who  out  of  sheer  vanity  has  occa¬ 
sioned  the  death  of  men  by  the  hundred  thousand,  and 
should  have  been  hanged  at  the  outset.  He  there  expressed 
a  hope  that  Charles  the  Twelfth  of  Sweden  and  Kuli  Khan 
of  Persia  would  be  the  last  of  these  heroes  and  madmen  to 
“infest  the  earth.” 

In  the  mood  that  prompted  this  outburst,  Fielding  com¬ 
posed  two  poems,  which  a  Fleet  Street  bookseller,  Charles 
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Corbett,  brought  out  for  him  separately  in  January,  1741. 
They  were  mentioned  by  Fielding  in  a  note  requesting  one 
of  the  partners  in  “The  Champion”  to  place  them  on  sale 
with  another : 

“Mr  Nourse 

Please  to  deliver  Mr  Chapell  50  of  my 
True  Greatness  and  50  of  the  Vernoniad. 

Yr.s 

“Apl  20  1741.  Hen:  Ffielding”* 

The  first  of  these  poems — “Of  True  Greatness.  An 
Epistle  to  The  Right  Honourable  George  Dodington, 
Esq.”f — was  announced  as  by  “Henry  Fielding,  Esq.,” 
and  was  afterwards  included  in  his  “Miscellanies.”  It  is  a 
poem  of  two  hundred  and  eighty-two  lines  written  in  the 
heroic  couplets  and  general  style  of  Pope’s  Epistles. 
Fielding  expresses  surprise  that,  though  everybody  pays 
homage  to  greatness,  few  know  what  true  greatness  really 
is.  It  is  not  to  be  sought  in  an  Alexander,  who  reached, 
not  a  “hero’s  glory,”  but  a  “robber’s  shame”  through 
“ravag’d  fields,”  “burning  towns”  and  “o’er  heaps  of 
murder’d  men,”  but  rather  in  a  Marlborough, 

Whose  conquests,  cheap  at  all  the  blood  they  cost, 

Sav’d  millions  by  each  noble  life  they  lost. 

It  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  mock  state  of  a  Minister  who  lets 
learning  go  unrewarded.  See,  says  Fielding, 

.  .  .  the  great  tatter ’d  bard,  as  thro  ’  the  streets 
He  cautious  treads,  least  [sic]  any  bailiff  meets. 

Nor  does  true  greatness  reside  in  the  hermit  or  cynic  who 
rails  at  the  world  of  men;  nor  in  the  pedant  who  writes 
folios  of  dulness  on  the  beauties  or  blemishes  he  discovers 

*  From  the  autograph  in  the  collection  of  W.  K.  Bixby,  Esq.,  of  St.  Louis. 
A  facsimile  reproduction  of  the  note  was  published  by  Thomas  Roseoe  in  his 
edition  of  “The  Works  of  Henry  Fielding,’ ’  London,  1840. 

t  Published  Jan.  7,  1741  (“The  London  Daily  Post’’  of  same  date). 
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in  Milton  or  Virgil,  and  thus  soars  to  fame.  No :  true  great¬ 
ness,  confined  to  no  profession,  party,  or  place,  “lives  but 
in  the  noble  mind,”  It  shines  in  men  like  the  Duke  of 
Argyle,  Bishop  Hoadly  of  Winchester  and  formerly  of 
Salisbury,  in  Sir  William  Lee,  chief  justice  of  the  King’s 
Bench,  and  most  of  all  in  Chesterfield,  Lyttelton,  Carteret, 
and  Dodington — all  Fielding’s  friends.  If  the  list  strikes 
one  as  an  anticlimax,  it  must  be  remembered  that  Doding¬ 
ton  was  the  last  of  the  literary  patrons;  that  he  had  be¬ 
friended  Young,  Thomson,  Whitehead,  and  Glover.  As 
the  successor  of  Lord  Halifax  of  the  past  age,  Dodington 
was  worthy  of  the  neatly  turned  character-sketch,  modelled 
upon  Pope’s  Atticus,  with  which  Fielding  concluded  his 
poem. 

Of  greater  interest  than  the  poem  itself  is  a  preface  which 
has  never  been  reprinted  or  mentioned  by  editor  or  biog¬ 
rapher,  though  its  tone  is  more  personal  than  anything  that 
Fielding  had  hitherto  published.  In  1740  Dodington,  who 
had  been  a  Lord  of  the  Treasury  under  Walpole,  went  over 
to  the  Opposition  and  became  the  Duke  of  Argyle ’s  man. 
For  this  act  he  was  flayed  in  the  ministerial  press,  in  pam¬ 
phlets  and  cartoons,  as  a  turncoat,  a  renegade,  and  a 
traitor.  The  very  month  Fielding  published  his  poem, 
Hanbury  Williams  discussed  his  “damn’d  behaviour”  in  a 
verse  dialogue  between  Giles  Earle  and  George  Bubb  Dod¬ 
ington.  With  “True  Greatness,”  Fielding  came  to  the 
rescue  of  his  friend  against  “the  most  pernicious  vermin 
that  ever  infected  a  common-wealth,”  by  which  he  meant 
the  scurrilous  writers  in  the  pay  of  Sir  Robert  Walpole. 
His  poem,  he  says,  “was  writ  several  years  ago,  and  comes 
forth  now  with  a  very  few  additions  or  alterations  .  .  . 
almost  against  the  consent  of  him  to  whom  it  is  addressed.” 
For  Dodington,  whose  “conduct”  he  has  observed  and 
whose  “conversation”  he  has  enjoyed,  he  expresses  perfect 
respect  and  admiration.  The  ruffians  who  are  now  way- 
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laying  this  ‘ ‘ illustrious  person”  in  the  dark  are  the  very 
ones  who  have  persisted  in  attacking  himself  because  he 
refused  to  be  of  their  number.  Of  the  scurrility  heaped 
upon  him,  he  says : 

“For  my  own  Part,  I  may  truly  say,  I  have  had  more 
.  .  .  than  my  Share,  or  than  I  believe  was  ever  before 
applied  to  one  of  my  very  little  Consequence  in  the  World. 
Indeed,  I  have  been  often  so  little  conscious  of  the  Merit, 
that  if  they  had  not  laid  violent  Hands  on  some  Letters  of 
my  Name;  I  should  not  have  known  for  whom  the  Picture 
was  designed;  for  besides  the  Imputation  of  Vices  (par¬ 
ticularly  Ingratitude)  which  my  Nature  abhors,  as  much 
at  lest  [sic]  as  any  one  Man  breathing,  I  have  been  often 
censured  for  Writings  which  I  never  saw  till  published,  and 
which  if  I  had  known  them,  and  could  have  prevented  it, 
never  should  have  been  published.  I  can  truly  say  I  have 
not  to  my  Knowledge,  ever  personally  reflected  on  any 
Man  breathing,  not  even  One,  who  has  basely  injured  me, 
by  misrepresenting  an  Affair  which  he  himself  knows,  if 
thoroughly  disclosed,  would  shew  him  in  a  meaner  Light 
than  he  hath  been  yet  exposed  in.” 

It  is  not  clear  to  what  base  personal  injury,  quite  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  ridicule  and  satire  of  political  warfare,  Field¬ 
ing  here  refers.  He  may  have  in  mind  Walpole’s  report 
on  “The  Golden  Rump”  or  a  passage  in  Colley  Cibber’s 
“Apology,”  or  one  of  the  many  charges  against  him  in 
“The  Daily  Gazetteer,”  or  some  transaction  of  which  no 
account  has  survived.  Following  this  obscurity,  the  pref¬ 
ace  concludes  with  a  paragraph  which  tells  the  story  of 
Fielding’s  flirtation  with  the  Walpole  Government.  Wal¬ 
pole  was  ready  to  take  him  over  if  Fielding  would  pay  the 
price,  which  was  the  betrayal  of  all  his  former  political 
friends — Argyle,  Pulteney,  Chesterfield,  and  Lyttelton. 
How  Fielding  spurned  the  dishonourable  proposal  is  related 
in  these  words : 
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“But  to  talk  of  himself  is  rarely,  excusable  in  a  Writer, 
and  never  but  in  one,  who  is  otherwise  a  Man  of  Conse¬ 
quence  ;  and,  tbo  ’  I  have  been  obliged  with  Money  to  silence 
my  Productions,  professedly  and  by  Way  of  Bargain  given 
me  for  that  Purpose,  tbo’  I  have  been  offered  my  own 
Terms  to  exert  my  Talent  of  Ridicule  (as  it  was  called) 
against  some  Persons  (dead  and  living)  whom  I  shall  never 
mention  but  with  Honour,  tbo’  I  have  drawn  my  Pen  in 
Defence  of  my  Country,  have  sacrificed  to  it  the  Interest  of 
myself  and  Family,  and  have  been  the  standing  Mark  of 
honourable  Abuse  for  so  doing;  I  cannot  yield  to  all  these 
Persuasions  to  arrogate  to  myself  a  Character  of  more 
Consequence  than  (what  in  spite  of  the  whole  World  I  shall 
ever  enjoy  in  my  own  Conscience)  of  a  Man  who  bath 
readily  done  all  the  Good  in  bis  little  Power  to  Mankind, 
and  never  did,  or  bad  even  the  least  Propensity  to  do,  an 
Injury  to  any  one  Person.” 

“The  Vernoniad,”*  another  poem  in  heroic  couplets,  was 
issued  as  an  anonymous  pamphlet  of  thirty-seven  pages, 
costing  a  shilling  and  sixpence;  whereas  “True  Great¬ 
ness”  sold  for  only  a  shilling.  Fielding  never  reprinted 
“The  Vernoniad,”  and  except  for  the  slip  of  his  pen  in 
the  letter  to  Nourse,  nowhere  in  his  published  works 
acknowledged  it  as  his  own;  but  his  authorship  is  open  to 
no  question.  A  long  title-page,  partly  in  Greek,  informs  the 
purchaser  that  “The  Vernoniad”  is  the  first  book  of  a  poem 
foreshadowing  the  exploits  of  Admiral  Vernon,  originally 
written  by  Homer  and  now  done  into  English  from  a  Greek 
manuscript  “lately  found  at  Constantinople,”  with  all  notes 
necessary  for  a  complete  understanding  of  it.  One  of  these 
notes  states  that  the  translator  believes  the  poem  to  be 
the  lost  epic  of  Homer’s  about  which  Pope  wrote  in  his 
essay  on  that  bard — “a  satirical  work,  levelled  against  the 
vices  of  men,  and  founded  on  the  old  fable  of  the  Cercopes, 

*  Published  Jan.  22,  1741  (“The  London  Daily  Post”  of  same  date). 
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a  nation,  who  were  turn’d  into  monkies  for  their  frauds 
and  impostures.”  “ These  Cercopes,”  says  Fielding  fur¬ 
ther,  “were  the  inhabitants  of  an  island  called  Inarime; 
Suidas  records  two  brothers  among  them,  who  were  par¬ 
ticularly  eminent  for  their  impostures,  and  were  call’d 
Candidus  and  Atlas.”  Inarime  means,  in  the  allegory, 
England;  and  Atlas  and  Candidus  stand  for  Sir  Robert 
Walpole  and  his  brother  Horatio.  Another  note  points  out 
that  Homer  had  Admiral  Yernon  in  mind  when  writing  a 
passage  in  the  fifth  book  of  the  Iliad  where  it  is  said  that 
Hercules  once  took  Ilium  “with  six  ships  only.”  Hid  not 
Vernon  boast  that  he  could  take  Porto  Bello  “with  six 
ships  only,”  and  did  he  not  do  it?  Where  the  original 
Greek  text  is  obscure  or  corrupt,  a  footnote  gives  the  line, 
phrase,  or  word  as  it  stands  in  the  manuscript,  so  that  the 
reader  may  be  his  own  judge  of  the  meaning  of  the  passage, 
accepting  or  rejecting  it  as  “cured”  by  the  translator. 
‘  ‘  Judices,  lector  erudite.  ’  ’  Parallel  passages  from  the  Iliad 
and  the  Odyssey  prove  conclusively  that  Homer  wrote  the 
poem  in  question.  Lines  quoted  from  Virgil,  Horace, 
Claudian,  and  Lucan  show  that  they  were  all  acquainted 
with  it;  and  hence  that  the  manuscript  was  not  lost  until 
after  their  time.  Whether  Milton’s  eyes  ever  fell  upon 
“The  Vernoniad”  is  left  in  doubt.  This  burlesque  of 
learned  pedantry,  resembling  the  annotations  on  “Tom 
Thumb,”  was  aimed  partly  at  Dr.  Trapp,  who  had  en¬ 
cumbered  a  translation  of  Virgil  with  absurd  notes,  and 
partly  at  Dr.  Bentley,  who  had  purged  the  text  of  “Paradise 
Lost”  and  various  ancient  classics  of  false  readings.  “If 
Dr.  Bentley,”  says  Fielding,  “had  never  given  us  his 
comment  on  Milton,  it  is  more  than  possible  few  of  us 
would  have  understood  that  poet  in  the  same  surprizingly 
fine  manner  with  that  great  critick.” 

Admiral  Vernon  had  easily  captured  Porto  Bello  in  the 
manner  foretold  by  Homer,  for  the  Spanish  town  was 
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wholly  unprepared  to  resist  an  attack.  The  garrison  con¬ 
sisted  of  few  men ;  most  of  the  guns  were  not  in  place ;  and 
there  was  little  ammunition.  A  brief  bombardment,  and 
the  English  marines  climbed  into  deserted  fortifications 
through  embrasures  where  cannon  should  have  been.  But 
after  this  glorious  exploit,  which  sent  a  thrill  through  all 
England,  Admiral  Yernon  was  able  to  make  little  headway 
with  his  six  ships  against  other  Spanish  settlements  in  the 
West  Indies.  He  insulted  several  Spanish  towns,  but  they 
mostly  refused  to  be  destroyed;  and  for  these  failures  the 
Government  was  blamed.  It  was  giving,  said  the  Opposi¬ 
tion,  only  lukewarm  support  to  a  brave  admiral.  And  when 
Walpole,  impelled  by  popular  clamour,  prepared  to  send 
out  twenty-five  ships  to  reinforce  Vernon,  there  were  many 
necessary  delays  at  which  the  people  became  impatient. 

More  delays  ensued  when  the  fleet  was  ready  to  set  forth, 
due  ostensibly  to  contrary  winds  and  bad  weather ;  so  that 
for  one  reason  or  another  a  year  elapsed  after  the  fall  of 
Porto  Bello  without  the  news  of  another  great  victory  over 
the  Spaniards,  while  English  shipping  was  not  safe  even 
in  the  Channel.  Then  it  was  that  Fielding  wrote  “The 
Vernoniad,”  drawing  for  his  machinery  upon  the  “Aeneid” 
and  “Paradise  Lost.”  In  this  mock  epic  Satan  is  repre¬ 
sented  as  being  angry  at  the  success  of  Vernon;  for  he 
sees — now  that  Louis  the  Fourteenth  and  Charles  the 
Twelfth  are  gone  and  can  plague  the  world  no  more — his 
control  over  Europe  slipping  away  from  him  everywhere 
except  in  Iberia,  or  Spain.  His  “deadliest  foe”  is  the  hero 
of  Porto  Bello,  who  is  proving  himself  a  Marlborough  of 
the  sea;  and  as  a  means  of  squelching  him,  the  infernal 
fiend  instigates  Mammon  to  go  to  the  cave  of  Aeolus  and 
bribe  him  to  let  forth  all  the  violent  winds  from  the  north 
and  the  west  upon  the  fleet  ploughing  the  waves  to  reinforce 
him.  Swift  come  the  hurricanes,  for  even  they  cannot  with¬ 
stand  the  power  of  gold.  Sails  are  struck,  and  refuge  is 
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sought  in  a  peaceful  bay,  where  men  and  ships  must  lie 
idle  indefinitely. 

The  Mammon  who  appears  in  the  poem  is  a  full-length 
portrait  of  Walpole,  whom  Fielding  clothes  anew  with  the 
many  vices  and  crimes  attributed  to  him  in  “The  Cham¬ 
pion.’  ’  They  are  all  enumerated  in  an  ironical  panegyric 
that  Aeolus — any  one  of  Walpole’s  miserable  placemen — 
pronounces  upon  his  master : 

All  things  in  colours,  as  you  bid  them,  glow, 

Virtue  looks  black,  and  vice  resembles  snow. 

Pale  honour  sickens  with  a  yellow  mien, 

And  infamy  in  scarlet  robes  is  seen. 

Dulness  and  ignorance  through  thee  preserve, 

Their  faint  weak  works,  while  wit  and  learning  starve. 

Nor  things  inanimate  alone  obey, 

Submissive  men  yield  to  thy  sway. 

The  world’s  thy  puppet-shew,  and  human  things 
Dance,  or  hang  by,  as  thou  dost  touch  the  strings. 

In  gay  and  solemn  characters  they  shine, 

In  robes  or  rags :  for  all  the  skill  is  thine. 

Behind  the  curtain,  in  a  various  note, 

Thou  bawlest  or  thou  squeakest  through  each  throat. 

Walpole  is  also  charged  with  opposing  the  progress  of 
the  war  out  of  regard  to  Spain,  which  he  loves  better  than 
his  own  country ;  and  by  the  allegory  it  is  to  be  understood 
that  all  his  policies,  foreign  and  domestic,  are  derived  from 
Satan.  Text  and  footnotes  describe,  under  the  guise  of 
Mammon’s  palace,  Walpole’s  magnificent  house  at  Hough¬ 
ton,  with  its  “heaps  of  ill-got  pictures”  hiding  the  walls, 
at  which  the  great  man  looks  up  and  stares  like  the  “stupid 
fellow”  in  Virgil,  with  wonder  and  astonishment,  not  know¬ 
ing  wherein  their  merit  lies.  Of  the  Minister’s  retirement 
to  his  country  seat  every  November  for  a  three  weeks’  hunt, 
Fielding  writes : 
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Mammon  returns  to  hell,  wifh  transports  blest 
And  in  his  palace  keeps  a  three  weeks  feast 
With  roaring  fiends  the  vaulted  roofs  rebound, 

And  in  each  cup  Augusta’s  curse  goes  round. 

A  few  weeks  after  “The  Vernoniad,”  on  the  approach  of 
a  general  election,  both  political  parties  poured  forth  from 
their  mills  numerous  sixpenny  addresses  to  the  electors  of 
Great  Britain ;  and  in  this  hot  debate  overflowing  from  the 
newspapers,  Fielding  took  a  hand,  outdoing  all  the  rest. 
A  hundred  years  ago  Nichols  in  his  “Literary  Anecdotes”* 
said  that  he  then  had  in  his  possession  a  pamphlet  called 
“The  Crisis:  A  Sermon,  on  Revel.  XIV.  9,  10,  11.  Neces¬ 
sary  to  be  preached  in  all  the  Churches  in  England,  Wales, 
and  Berwick  upon  Tweed,  at  or  before  the  next  General 
Election.  Humbly  inscribed  to  the  Right  Reverend  the 
Bench  of  Bishops.  By  a  Lover  of  his  Country.  Vendidit 
Me  auro  Patriam.  Virg.  London:  Printed  for  A.  Dodd, 
without  Temple-Bar;  E.  Nutt,  at  the  Royal-Exchange,  and 
H.  Chappelle,  in  Grosvenor-Street,  MDCCXLI.”  On  the 
title-page,  Nichols  added,  a  former  owner  had  remarked: 
“This  sermon  was  written  by  the  late  Mr.  Fielding,  author 
of  Tom  Jones,  &c.,  as  the  printer  of  it  assured  me. — R.  B.” 
The  man  who  signed  himself  R.  B.  has  never  been  identi¬ 
fied  ;  nor  after  the  publication  of  the  ‘  ‘  Literary  Anecdotes  ’  ’ 
was  anything  more  definite  heard  about  ‘  ‘  The  Crisis  ’  ’  until 
a  copy  of  the  pamphlet  was  procured  in  1914  by  Mr. 
Frederick  S.  Dickson  of  New  York  City  for  the  library  of 
Yale  University.  Before  that  time  my  own  knowledge  of 
“The  Crisis”  had  been  confined  to  a  resume  published  in 
“Common  Sense”  on  May  9,  1741. 

No  one  can  read  this  passionate  appeal  to  the  electors, 
which  was  issued  in  April, f  without  declaring  at  once  that 

*  J.  Nichols,  “Literary  Anecdotes  of  the  Eighteenth  Century,”  1814,  VIII, 
446. 

t  ‘ ‘ The  Gentleman’s  Magazine,”  April,  1741,  XI,  224.  There  was  also  a 
second  edition,  which  sold  at  threepence. 
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it  came  from  Fielding.  Aside  from  its  content,  it  is  marked 
by  Fielding’s  extreme  mannerisms;  and  of  the  booksellers 
who  distributed  the  tract,  Chappelle  was  one  of  Fielding’s 
partners  in  “The  Champion”;  and  Dodd,  just  without 
Temple  Bar,  where  Fielding  passed  every  day,  had  been 
connected  with  the  publication  of  “The  Masquerade.” 
Always  a  good  deal  of  a  preacher,  this  is  the  first  time  that 
Fielding  ever  cast  an  address  in  the  form  of  a  sermon. 
With  perfect  ease  he  moved  through  firstly,  secondly,  and 
thirdly  for  twenty  pages  as  if  he  were  in  the  pulpit  of  his 
grandfather.  He  took  as  his  text  the  cry  of  the  angel  in 
the  Apocalypse — “If  any  man  worship  the  beast  and  his 
image,  and  receive  his  mark  in  his  forehead,  or  in  his 
hand,  the  same  shall  drink  of  the  wine  of  the  wrath  of 
God,” — and  exhorted  the  electors  to  put  no  trust  in  a 
Minister  working,  like  the  Mammon  of  “The  Vernoniad,” 
in  league  with  Satan  and  dependent  upon  the  bribe — the 
mark  in  the  hand — for  his  power : 

“Let  us  be  true  and  honest  to  one  another,  let  us  faith¬ 
fully  and  justly  discharge  this  great  and  important  Duty, 
which  we  owe  to  our  selves,  our  Wives,  our  Children,  our 
Neighbours,  and  our  Country;  by  committing  the  Care  and 
Guardianship  of  their  Liberties  and  Properties  to  Men, 
who,  we  have  Reason  to  be  most  confident,  will,  to  their 
utmost  Power,  preserve  and  defend  them.  This  is  the  Day 
God  hath  once  more  committed  our  Freedom  to  our  Hands, 
let  us  rejoice  and  be  wise  in  it.  No  Man,  who  would  not 
direct  a  Knife  to  his  own  Throat ;  who  would  not  administer 
Poison  to  his  Friend,  or  apply  a  Firebrand  to  his  City ;  no 
such  Man  can  hesitate  a  moment,  whether  he  shall  refuse 
his  Vote,  notwithstanding  any  Consideration,  to  a  Repre¬ 
sentative  whom  he  suspects,  much  less  knows  by  Experi¬ 
ence,  will  betray  his  Trust,  and  deliver  up  his  Country  to 
that  Enemy,  which  the  Devil  hath  raised  up  against  us ;  and 
this  at  a  Season  too,  when  the  Gates  of  Hell  are  open,  when 
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the  Devices  of  the  Evil  One  are  ripe,  and  when  it  is  the  last 
time  we  shall  have  an  Opportunity  of  struggling  against 
them.  ’  ’ 

And  in  conclusion : 

‘‘Now  may  the  great  God  who  searches  all  Hearts,  and 
in  his  own  good  Time  restrains,  and  directs  the  perverse 
Will  of  Man,  lead  you  all  into  the  Ways  of  Truth  and 
Righteousness,  and  put  a  timely  Stop  to  that  Torrent  of 
Corruption,  which  the  Devil  and  his  Angels  have  let  loose 
over  this  Land,  and  which  God  only  can  prevent  from  over¬ 
whelming  us :  to  him  therefore  who  bestoweth  Freedom, 
and  delighteth  in  it,  may  Freedom  lift  up  her  Voice,  and 
ascribe,  as  is  most  due,  all  Honour,  Praise,  Glory,  Might, 
Majesty  and  Dominion  for  evermore.  Amen.” 

It  was  a  quick  intelligence  that  could  compose  at  will 
a  farce  or  a  mock  trial  of  Colley  Cibber  or  a  sermon  in  the 
rhythm  of  the  Prayer  Book. 

Still  another  anonymous  political  pamphlet,  of  twenty- 
four  pages,  though  it  has  never  been  mentioned  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  Fielding,  perhaps  came  from  his  pen  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  month.  The  title-page  runs:  “The  Plain  Truth:  A 
Dialogue  between  Sir  Courtly  Jobber,  Candidate  for  the 
Borough  of  Guzzledown,  and  Tom  Telltruth,  School-Master 
and  Freeman  in  the  said  Borough.  By  the  Author  of  the 
Remarkable  Queries  in  the  Champion,  October  7.  London : 
Printed  for  J.  Huggonson  in  Sword  and  Buckler  Court,  on 
Ludgate  Hill.  M.DCCXLI.  (Price  Six-Pence). ”*  Hug¬ 
gonson  will  he  recognized  as  the  first  printer  of  “The  Cham¬ 
pion”;  and  “The  Remarkable  Queries”  as  a  reference  to 
the  vigorous  indictment  against  Walpole’s  conduct  that 
had  appeared  in  “The  Champion,”  without  Fielding’s  or 
Ralph ’s  mark.  As  it  is  not  known  who  drew  up  the  indict¬ 
ment — whether  Fielding,  Ralph,  or  someone  else — so  it 
cannot  be  determined  who  wrote  the  pamphlet.  All  that 

*  Advertised  in  “The  Champion,”  May  39,  1741. 
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can  be  said  is  that  it  is  too  good  for  Ralph  and  that  it  reads 
somewhat  like  Fielding.  Sir  Courtly  asks  Tom  for  his 
vote;  and  Tom,  in  refusing  it,  tells  the  candidate  why  he 
cannot  let  him  have  it.  A  stretch  of  dialogue  opens  like 
this : 

“ Sir  Courtly.  Come  begin  then,  produce  your  Accusa¬ 
tions,  I’ll  hold  up  my  hand. 

Tom.  No  Offence  to  your  Honour,  I  believe  you  are  more 
us ’d  to  hold  out  your  Hand. 

Sir  Courtly.  Thou  ’rt  smart,  Tom.  .  .  .” 

Thereupon  Tom  launches  out  into  denunciation  of  the  tribe 
of  placemen  to  which  Sir  Courtly  belongs,  and  of  Walpole 
for  using  the  Civil  List  as  a  means  of  corruption.  “I 
think,  ’  ’  Tom  tells  him,  ‘  ‘  robbing  upon  the  highway  a  much 
honester  thing  than  selling  one’s  vote;  which  I  think  is  the 
greatest  crime  a  man  can  commit.”  Parallels  to  these 
sentiments  may  be  pointed  out  in  Fielding’s  contributions 
to  “The  Champion”;  but  such  sentiments  were  not  his 
exclusive  property.  Here  the  question  of  authorship  must 
be  left  in  uncertainty. 

Fielding  took  a  rest  from  politics  in  the  following  Decem¬ 
ber,  after  writing  one  more  sixpenny  pamphlet  called  “The 
Opposition.  A  Vision.  ”*  It  is  a  sort  of  newspaper  leader 
arraigning  his  party,  stretched  out  to  twenty-five  pages 
and  issued  as  a  pamphlet  in  order  to  keep  concealed  beyond 
surmise  the  hand  whence  it  came.  The  publisher  was 
Thomas  Cooper  in  Paternoster  Row.  Had  not  Fielding 
later  mentioned  “The  Opposition”  in  the  list  of  his  recent 
works  given  in  the  preface  to  his  “Miscellanies”  of  1743, 
no  one  would  have  dared  assign  the  pamphlet  to  him  from 
internal  evidence;  for,  on  the  assumption  that  he  was  the 
author,  it  would  seem  as  if  he  had  changed  his  politics. 
Such,  however,  was  not  really  the  case.  “The  Opposition” 
was  a  good-natured  rebuke  of  the  leaders  of  his  party  like 

*  ‘  ‘  The  Gentleman ’s  Magazine,  ’  ’  Dec.,  1741,  p.  669. 
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what  had  occurred  in  briefer  form  in  “Pasquin.”  In  the 
election  of  the  preceding  summer,  the  Opposition  had  made 
great  gains  almost  everywhere,  and  especially  in  Scotland 
and  Cornwall;  hut  on  the  face  of  the  returns  Walpole  still 
had  a  majority  of  sixteen  or  more  in  the  House  of  Commons. 
Whether  he  could  hold  that  majority  would  depend  upon 
how  the  many  contested  elections  should  be  settled.  The 
new  Parliament  met  on  December  1,  1741,  and  at  once  took 
up  the  election  petitions.  Though  some  of  them  were 
decided  in  favour  of  the  Patriots,  it  looked  as  if  Walpole 
could  hold  on  with  a  few  votes.  Rumours  were  afloat  that 
members  prominent  in  the  Opposition — Carteret  and  sev¬ 
eral  others — were  trying  to  make  peace  with  Walpole; 
while  the  leaders  in  general,  expecting  the  downfall  of  the 
Ministry,  were  forgetting  their  patriotism  and  the  welfare 
of  the  country  in  their  hungry  dreams  of  office.  More  or 
less  disgusted  with  their  conduct,  Fielding  thereupon 
described  for  them  what  he  had  just  seen  in  a  vision. 

He  was  reading,  he  says,  one  evening  “An  Apology  for 
the  Life  of  Mr.  Colley  Cibber,  Comedian,”  and  soon  came 
upon  the  remarkable  expression,  “Here  I  met  the  Revolu¬ 
tion,”  the  meaning  of  which  he  could  not  comprehend, 
or  even  guess  at.  In  this  perplexity  he  retired  to  his 
chamber,  and  fell  asleep,  when  his  fancy,  always  livelier  in 
sleep  than  when  one  is  awake,  helped  him  out.  By  a  quick 
succession  of  ideas  common  in  dreams,  his  mind  ran  from 
the  comedian’s  book  to  that  company  of  strolling  comedians 
described  by  Scarron  in  the  “Roman  Comique.”  He  re¬ 
called  the  scene  of  those  French  strollers,  just  as  they  were 
entering  the  town  of  Mans,  walking  by  the  side  of  a  cart 
piled  high  with  their  luggage  and  drawn  by  lean  and  hungry 
oxen.  Then  Cibber  and  Scarron  coalesced,  and  he  had  his 
own  vision  in  which  all  was  harmonized.  He  fancied  him¬ 
self  out  on  the  highway  leading  to  London,  where  he  met 
the  Opposition  on  the  way  to  town  for  the  opening  of  Par- 
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liament.  It  was  a  heavy  wagon  loaded  with  immense  trunks 
and  boxes  labelled  “Grievances,”  “Public  Spirit,”  and 
“Motions  for  1741-2.”  There  was  a  horde  of  passengers 
climbing  up  or  leaping  down  as  the  vehicle  moved  slowly 
on  through  the  mud,  hauled,  not  by  oxen  or  horses,  but  by 
ill-matched  asses  of  all  colours  and  sizes,  driven  by  a  gentle¬ 
man — perhaps  the  Earl  of  Wilmington — who  scarce  knew 
whither  he  was  going.  A  great  mob  surrounded  and  fol¬ 
lowed  the  wagon,  huzzaing,  haranguing,  and  giving  advice 
to  the  passengers,  who  in  turn  were  shouting  to  the  driver 
to  go  this  way  or  that  way.  All  the  time  the  asses  also 
kept  up  a  terrible  braying.  “They  appear  to  me,”  re¬ 
marks  a  sly  fellow,  “to  be  the  worst  fed  asses  I  ever  beheld; 
why  there ’s  that  long-sided  ass  they  call  Vinegar,  which  the 
drivers  call  upon  so  often  to  gee  up,  and  pull  lustily,  I 
never  saw  an  ass  with  a  worse  mane,  or  a  more  shagged 
coat;  and  that  grave  ass  yoked  to  him,  which  they  name 
Ralph,  who  pulls  and  brays  like  the  devil,  sir,  he  does  not 
seem  to  have  ate  since  the  hard  frost.  Surely,  considering 
the  wretched  work  they  are  employed  in,  they  deserve 
better  meat.”  Though  the  asses  were  aided,  when  the 
road  became  very  bad,  by  a  herd  from  Cornwall  and  another 
from  the  North,  the  wagon  eventually  got  stuck  fast  in 
the  mud — perhaps  for  another  seven  years.  At  this 
moment,  the  wagon  was  met  by  a  coach  and  six  headed  for 
the  country  and  bearing  “a  fat  gentleman” — Walpole — 
who  appeared  to  have  “one  of  the  pleasantest,  best-natured 
countenances  I  had  ever  beheld.”  After  a  brief  parley, 
the  wagon  was  ditched,  many  of  its  passengers  climbed  up 
behind  the  coach,  and  the  poor  asses  were  unharnessed  and 
turned  into  “a  delicious  meadow,  where  they  all  instantly 
fell  to  grazing.” 

This  is  the  way  that  the  political  situation  looked  to  a 
Patriot  during  and  after  the  election.  Fielding  felt  that 
the  leaders  of  the  Opposition  had  not  been  sincere  in  their 
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motions  in  censnre  of  tlie  Prime  Minister  and  in  their  talk 
about  public  spirit  and  grievances.  He  saw  that  what 
some  of  them  were  really  after  was  office,  which  they  were 
ready  to  accept,  if  it  could  not  be  obtained  otherwise,  even 
from  Walpole.  Men  like  himself  and  Ralph,  who  had 
been  doing  the  dirty  work  in  newspapers  and  pamphlets, 
were  but  ill-fed  asses.  He  would  have  no  more  of  it.  He 
resigned  from  “The  Champion’ ’  and  told  the  public  why 
in  his  vision.  Fielding’s  prophecy  proved  only  in  part 
true.  Walpole  was  unable  to  purchase  a  majority  in  the 
new  Parliament,  and  so  went  down  to  defeat.  Then  began 
the  scramble  for  office.  As  foretold  in  the  vision,  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  wagon  left  the  great  country  road  which  it  had  pro¬ 
fessed  to  follow  for  the  public  good  and  turned  the  asses 
directly  towards  St.  James’s,  where  all  the  passengers 
wished  to  be  set  down. 

Ridicule  of  Cibber’s  “Apology,”  like  that  at  the  opening 
of  this  vision,  supplied  perennial  amusement  to  Fielding 
and  his  contemporaries.  It  was  well-nigh  impossible  for 
Fielding  to  write  a  pamphlet  without  giving  the  player  a 
hit  somewhere.  In  “The  Vernoniad,”  the  hit  came  by 
way  of  a  footnote  in  which  it  was  proved — Cibber  being 
the  example — that  the  modern  writers  greatly  excel  the 
ancients.  True,  most  of  the  beauties  of  the  laureate  were 
for  a  time  hidden  and  so  needed  a  commentator;  but  they 
have  now  been  explained  and  set  forth  by  “the  Herculean 
labours  of  Captain  Vinegar.”  Fun  with  Cibber’s  style 
was,  however,  reaching  the  danger  point  of  monotony.  It 
surely  lacked  variety.  Soon  Fielding  scented  larger  game ; 
perhaps  he  had  scented  it  already.  Cibber  dropped  to 
second  place ;  and  Richardson  came  to  the  front  as 
Fielding’s  butt. 

On  November  6,  1740,  “The  Champion”  announced  the 
publication  of  “Pamela :  or,  Virtue  Rewarded.  In  a  Series 
of  Familiar  Letters  from  a  beautiful  Young  Damsel,  to  her 

301 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

Parents.  Now  first  published  in  order  to  cultivate  the 
Principles  of  Virtue  and  Religion  in  the  Minds  of  the  Youth 
of  both  Sexes.”  This  novel,  in  two  volumes,  appeared 
anonymously ;  but  the  author,  as  known  to  a  few  friends,  was 
Samuel  Richardson,  a  prosperous  London  printer,  fifty 
years  old,  living  in  Salisbury  Court,  just  off  Fleet  Street. 
He  had  printed  the  Journals  of  the  House  of  Commons  and 
for  a  time  “The  Daily  Gazetteer,”  then  conducted  by 
Fielding’s  arch-enemy.  The  story  that  Richardson  wove 
into  his  letters  is  of  a  young  waiting-maid  of  low  degree, 
named  Pamela  Andrews,  who  on  the  death  of  her  mistress 
remains  in  the  household  under  the  protection  of  her  lady¬ 
ship’s  son,  Mr.  B - .  It  was  a  well-to-do  family  belonging 

to  the  squirearchy,  with  estates  in  two  counties.  Mr.  B - , 

a  rather  stupid  young  fellow,  attempts  by  many  clumsy 
devices  to  seduce  the  innocent  and  beautiful  girl;  but  she 
easily  outwits  him  and  so  gains  him  for  a  husband.  Thus 

virtue  is  rewarded  on  both  sides.  Mr.  B - ,  casting  aside 

sensual  folly,  is  put  into  possession  of  an  amiable  wife, 
though  she  is  really  nothing  more  than  a  servant  who  had 
hitherto  looked  after  his  linen;  and  Pamela,  somewhat 
unfortunate  on  the  score  of  birth,  overcomes  by  her  prudent 
conduct  the  barriers  of  rank. 

“Pamela”  created  a  furore.  As  many  as  six  editions 
were  called  for  within  a  year ;  and  the  novel  through  trans¬ 
lations  almost  immediately  began  its  journey  into  Euro¬ 
pean  fame.  A  play  was  made  of  it,  in  which  Garrick,  new 
to  London,  took  a  part  besides  writing  the  prologue.  It 
was  also  adapted  to  the  French  and  the  Italian  stage — by 
Voltaire  and  Goldoni.  Richardson’s  friends,  who  were  in 
the  secret  of  the  authorship,  overwhelmed  him  with  letters 
of  congratulation.  Aaron  Hill  read  the  book  aloud  by  the 
fireside  to  his  family  and  guests,  who  were  so  overcome  by 
the  pathetic  passages,  he  told  Richardson,  that  they  were 
often  compelled  to  retire  to  separate  rooms  to  compose 
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themselves.  But  they  always  returned,  Hill  added,  to  hear 
the  reading  go  on.  At  Slough,  the  villagers  gathered  round 
the  local  blacksmith  to  listen  to  the  story;  and  after  being 
assured  of  Pamela’s  ultimate  victory  and  marriage  to  a 
gentleman,  they  ran  off  to  ring  the  church  bells.  It  was  a 
wonderful  triumph  for  the  little  fat  printer  of  Salisbury 
Court. 

But  success  in  literature,  as  Richardson  discovered,  has 
its  woes  as  well  as  its  pleasures.  Booksellers,  seeing  a 
chance  to  turn  a  penny,  set  their  literary  hacks  upon 
Richardson’s  heels  to  retell  the  story  in  briefer  form  or  to 
carry  it  forward  from  the  period  where  the  author  had 
left  off.  A  spurious  sequel  called  “ Pamela’s  Conduct  in 
High  Life”  compelled  Richardson  in  self-defence  to  add 
two  more  volumes  to  his  own  “Pamela,”  descriptive  of  the 
heroine’s  “behaviour  in  married  life,  her  correspondencies 
with  new  and  more  genteel  friends,  her  conversations  at 
table  and  elsewhere.  ...”  He  was  also  greatly  annoyed 
by  the  wits  who  could  not  resist  the  temptation  to  ridicule 
his  bedchamber  scenes  and  his  fussy  and  wire-drawn  style 
spun  out  into  an  endless  series  of  letters.  A  gentleman  in 
one  of  the  coffee-houses  was  overheard  to  remark,  says  the 
anonymous  author  of  a  humorous  “Life  of  Pamela,”  that 
he  wondered  why  Richardson  did  not  tell  the  exact  number 
of  pins  that  Pamela  had  about  her  when  she  set  out  on  a 
journey  to  one  of  her  master’s  estates,  and  how  many 
rows  of  them  she  bought  for  a  penny. 

Of  these  “scandalous  engraftments ”  on  the  original 
novel,  there  were,  Richardson  complained,  sixteen;  and  he 
did  not  have  a  record  of  them  all.  The  one  that  concerns  us 
here  made  its  appearance  on  April  4,  1741,*  immediately 
after  the  third  edition  of  the  genuine  “Pamela”  in  two 
volumes.  It  has  for  its  title-page:  “An  Apology  for  the 
Life  of  Mrs.  Shamela  Andrews.  In  which,  the  many  no- 

*“The  Craftsman,”  April  4,  1741. 
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torious  Falshoods  and  Misrepresentations  of  a  Book  called 
Pamela,  Are  exposed  and  refuted;  and  all  the  matchless 
Arts  of  that  young  Politician,  set  in  a  true  and  just  Light. 
Together  with  A  full  Account  of  all  that  passed  between 
her  and  Parson  Arthur  Williams;  whose  Character  is 
represented  in  a  manner  something  different  from  what 
he  hears  in  Pamela.  The  whole  being  exact  Copies  of 
authentick  Papers  delivered  to  the  Editor.  Necessary  to 
be  had  in  all  Families.  .By  Mr.  Conny  Keyber.  London : 
Printed  for  A.  Dodd,  at  the  Peacock,  without  Temple-bar. 
M.DCC.XLI.”  With  some  variations  in  the  title-page  and 
elsewhere,  the  pamphlet  was  reset  and  reissued  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  November.*  In  its  first  form  it  runs  to  fifty-nine 
pages,  exclusive  of  introductory  matter,  and  sold  for  a 
shilling  and  sixpence.  The  pseudonym  “Conny  Keyber,’ ’ 
which  appears  likewise  at  the  end  of  a  dedication,  is  so 
transparent  as  to  be  hardly  a  disguise  for  “Colley  Cibber.” 
But  Colley  Cibber,  of  course,  did  not  write  this  burlesque 
of  “Pamela.”  The  real  author  lurking  behind  the  pseu¬ 
donym  was  certainly  Fielding.  “Shamela”  consequently 
assumes  an  importance  quite  apart  from  its  literary  merits, 
as  the  point  where  Fielding  first  collided  with  Richardson 
and  was  turned  by  the  impact  from  the  essay  to  the  novel. 

The  evidence  for  Fielding’s  hand  in  “Shamela”  is  almost 
as  strong  as  it  can  be  in  the  face  of  his  own  silence.  True, 
his  biographers  have  not  listed  the  pamphlet  in  Fielding’s 
works — either  because  they  have  not  had  the  evidence  or 
because  they  have  wished  to  save  him  from  the  authorship 
of  a  burlesque  thought  to  do  him  no  credit.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  recent  biographers  of  Richardson — Miss  Clara 
L.  Thomson  especially — have  rather  inclined  to  father 
“Shamela”  upon  Fielding.  Mr.  Austin  Dobson,  who  has 
had  by  him  more  of  the  evidence  than  anyone  else,  did  not 
mention  “Shamela”  in  his  life  of  Fielding,  but  brought 

*  ‘  ‘  The  Champion,  ’  ’  Nov.  3,  1741. 
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forward  in  his  life  of  Richardson  .some  circumstances  that 
make  for  Fielding’s  authorship,  and  then  left  the  question 
hanging  in  the  air.  It  remains  to  present  the  evidence 
more  at  length.*  Richardson  himself,  as  pointed  out  by 
Mr.  Dobson,  became  fixed  in  the  opinion  that  Fielding  was 
the  author  of  the  burlesque.  In  a  letter  to  Mrs.  Belfour 
towards  the  end  of  1749,  he  says  that  “Pamela,”  which 
Fielding  “abused  in  his  ‘Shamela,’  ”  first  taught  the  rogue 
“how  to  write  to  please.”  And  in  his  old  age  his  trembling 
hand  appended  to  a  letter  mentioning  ‘  ‘  Shamela  ’  ’  the  note : 
“Written  by  Mr.  H.  Fielding.”  Richardson  should  have 
known  whereof  he  was  speaking,  for  at  that  time  he  had 
become  acquainted  with  Fielding’s  four  sisters,  one  of 
whom — Sarah,  the  novelist — was  a  frequent  visitor  at  his 
house  for  days  or  weeks,  and  when  absent  kept  up  a  corre¬ 
spondence  with  him  on  general  topics  and  mutual  flatteries. 

But  if  Richardson  had  nothing  certain  on  which  to  base 
his  conviction,  he  was  justified  in  it  by  common  report.  At 
the  time  ‘ ‘  Shamela  ’  ’  came  out,  there  was  a  colony  of  young 
English  gentlemen  settled  at  Geneva  for  study  and  pleas¬ 
ure.  They  explored  the  Mer  de  Glace  in  the  valley  of 
Chamouni,  and,  standing  on  the  ice,  drank  a  health  to 
Admiral  Vernon.  In  the  numerous  company  were  Lord 
Haddington ;  Richard  Aldworth,  afterwards  statesman  and 
diplomat;  William  Windham,  a  future  supporter  of  Pitt; 
and  their  tutor,  Benjamin  Stillingfleet  the  naturalist.  Home 
news  was  supplied  them  by  Thomas  Dampier,  one  of  their 
Eton  friends,  who  lived  to  be  sub-master  of  his  college  and 
Dean  of  Durham.  In  a  letter  full  of  political  and  literary 
gossip,  dated  Mitcham,  July  30,  1741,  Dampier  wrote  in 
reply  to  an  inquiry  on  “the  state  of  learning  in  England”: 

*  Since  I  wrote  this,  Mr.  J.  Paul  de  Castro  has  published  some  of  the 
evidence.  See  “Notes  and  Queries,”  12  S.  II,  24-26  (Jan.  8,  1916).  See 
also  Barbauld,  “Correspondence  of  Richardson,”  IV,  286;  and  Dobson, 
“Samuel  Richardson,”  New  York,  1902,  pp.  42-45. 
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‘  ‘  The  book  that  has  made  the  greatest  noise  lately  in  the 
polite  world  is  ‘Pamela,’  a  romance  in  low  life.  It  is 
thought  to  contain  such  excellent  precepts,  that  a  learned 
divine  at  London  recommended  it  very  strongly  from  the 
pnlpit.  You  desired  Still  [ingfleet],  to  have  some  account 
of  Dr.  Middleton’s  book  [‘Life  of  Cicero’].  People  are 
much  divided  about  it,  hut  in  general  ’tis  thought  inferior 
to  what  was  expected:  ’tis  very  much  so  in  my  humble 
opinion.  The  dedication  to  Lord  Hervey  has  been  very 
justly  and  prettily  ridiculed  by  Fielding  in  a  dedication  to 
a  pamphlet  called  ‘Shamela’  which  he  wrote  to  burlesque 
the  forementioned  romance.”* 

The  statement  of  this  young  man  not  long  out  of  Eton 
is  at  least  two  thirds  true.  Dr.  Benjamin  Slocockf  of  St. 
Saviour’s,  Southwark,  had  exhorted  his  congregation  to 
read  “Pamela”;  and  Dr.  Middleton’s  dedication  to  his 
“Life  of  Cicero,”  which  appeared  in  February,  1741,  was 
ridiculed,  as  we  shall  see,  in  the  dedication  to  “Shamela.” 
The  presumption  is  that  the  rest  of  Dampier’s  statement 
is  true  also — that  Fielding  was  the  man  who  burlesqued  at 
one  stroke  both  Middleton  and  Richardson,  whose  hooks 
people  were  talking  about  everywhere.  This  was  the  view 
of  Horace  Walpole,  who  read  “Shamela”  in  the  second  edi¬ 
tion.  In  his  copy,  happily  preserved,  he  explained  several 
of  the  allusions,  and  wrote  on  the  title-page  “By 
Fielding.  ”f 

*“ Historical  MSS.  Commission.  Twelfth  Report,  Appendix,  Part  IX,” 
p.  204. 

t  Mr.  Dobson  (in  his  “Henry  Fielding,”  New  York,  1900,  p.  101)  says 
that  “Dr.  Sloeock, ”  the  name  of  the  clergyman  as  given  by  Mrs.  Barbauld,  is 
a  strange  misprint  for  ‘  ‘  Dr.  Sherlock.  ’  >  The  Richardson  correspondence  at  the 
South  Kensington  Museum  shows  that  neither  Mrs.  Barbauld  nor  the  printer 
made  a  mistake  in  reading  the  name.  It  is  “Dr.  Slocock. ” 

t  Walpole’s  copy  of  “Shamela,”  the  title-page  of  which  is  reproduced  here, 
is  in  the  collection  of  Mr.  A.  S.  W.  Rosenbach,  of  Philadelphia.  In  agreement 
with  Dampier,  Walpole  wrote  on  the  margin  of  the  dedication  near  the  head: 
“Burlesque  on  Dr  Middleton’s  Dedication  of  the  Life  of  Cicero  to  Lord 
Hervey.  ’  ’ 
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The  ascription  of  “Shamela’,’  to  Fielding — whether 
founded  on  direct  knowledge  or  on  general  opinion — is 
supported  by  the  book  itself.  The  “A.  Dodd,”  whose  im¬ 
print  the  hook  bears,  was  one  of  the  three  booksellers  for 
whom  ‘‘The  Crisis”  was  printed  later  in  the  same  month. 
“Mr.  Keyber”  had  been  one  of  Fielding’s  names  for  “Mr. 
Cibber”  as  far  back  as  the  first  performance  of  “The 
Author ’s  Farce.  ’  ’  Fielding,  however,  did  not  then  displace 
“Colley”  for  “Conny,”  since  the  occasion  had  not  yet 
come  for  that.  “Conny,”  now  first  used  by  the  author  of 
“Shamela”  to  complete  Cibber’s  nickname,  is  a  parody  on 
“Conyers,”  Middleton’s  Christian  name,  and  was  drawn 
from  the  slang  of  the  street,  in  which  the  word  “conny” 
had  come  to  mean,  not  a  rabbit,  but  the  dupe  of  a  sharper — 
that  is,  easy  game  to  hit  and  kill.  It  is  the  sort  of  addition 
that  one  would  expect  from  Fielding  in  his  fun  with 
Cibber.* 

The  style,  too,  of  “Shamela”  everywhere  displays  those 
mannerisms  of  Fielding  which  were  so  obvious  to  his  con¬ 
temporaries  that  pamphleteers  later  adopted  them  when 
burlesquing  his  essays  and  novels.  Throughout  ‘  ‘  Shamela  ’  ’ 
appear,  for  example,  the  almost  inevitable  hath  and  doth, 
and  the  transitional  phrase  that  Fielding  liked  to  use  so 
well — “To  say  the  truth.”  So,  too,  occur  very  often  his 
favourite  “whereas”  and  “apprehend,”  and  the  “vartue” 
which  we  have  in  “Joseph  Andrews.”  Just  as  in  that 
novel  also,  the  heroine  becomes  the  “lady”  rather  than  the 
“wife”  of  the  hero;  and  she  has  Parson  Adams’s  habit  of 
snapping  her  fingers.  Again,  attention  has  been  drawn  by 
Mr.  Dobson  to  a  few  specific  parallels  between  “Shamela” 
and  “Joseph  Andrews”  of  the  next  year.  First,  there  are 
the  similar  comic  word-blunders.  Mrs.  Malaprop  was  not 

*  Although  “ Conny’ ’  for  “Colley”  appears  to  have  been  Fielding’s  own 
jest,  “Keyber”  for  “Cibber”  had  long  been  common  among  the  wits.  See, 
for  example,  “Mist’s  Weekly  Journal,”  Feb.  23  and  March  9,  1723. 
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yet  born,  and  characters  dependent  for  piquancy  upon  mis¬ 
takes  in  speech  were  not  common  in  the  literature  of  1740. 
But  Fielding  had  been  playing  in  this  way  with  language 
ever  since  he  began  the  ridicule  of  Cibber's  style  in  his  tirst 
preface  to  ‘‘Tom  Thumb.”  Though  we  have  in  Shake¬ 
speare  the  employment  of  word-confusions  as  a  source  of 
humour,  it  was  Fielding  who  set  the  fashion  for  the  eight¬ 
eenth  century  in  the  Mrs.  Slipslop  of  “Joseph  Andrews.” 
These  word-blunders — usually  arising  from  the  use  of  a 
wrong  word  for  the  right  one  of  similar  sound — occur  also 
in  “Shamela.”  Both  the  heroine  and  Mrs.  Jewkes  the 
housekeeper  stumble  in  their  speech.  The  former  refers,  for 
instance,  to  the  “Statue  of  Lamentations”  when  she  means 
the  “Statute  of  Limitations”;  and  the  latter,  just  like  Mrs. 
Slipslop,  talks  of  her  “sect”  when  she  intends  to  say  her 
“sex.”  Among  other  comic  slips  resulting  from  ignorance 
are  “Pallament,”  “pollitrieks.”  “syllabub,”  and  “mony- 
sy liable  — the  last  of  which  Shamela  says  she  does  not 
understand,  but  believes  “it  is  bawdy.” 


Moreover,  it  was  asserted  by  Arthur  Murphy  that  Par¬ 
son  Trulliber  of  “Joseph  Andrews”  had  an  original  in 
the  humorist's  first  tutor— a  Parson  Oliver,  whom  we  have 
identified  with  the  Rev.  Mr.  Oliver  of  Moteombe.  By  a 
curious  coincidence  if  nothing  more,  a  eountrv  parson 
playing  a  leading  part  in  “Shamela,”  bears  the  name  of 
Oliver  also.  Finally,  in  “Joseph  Andrews,”  Fielding  fills 

out  the  dash  of  Richardson's  “Mr.  B - ”  into  “Mr. 

Booby,  a  name  then  applied,  as  Fielding  remarks  else¬ 
where,  to  a  country  squire,  who.  whatever  his  own  morals 
may  be.  insists  that  the  woman  he  marries  shall  be  chaste. 
But  this  transformation,  which  has  tickled  the  humorous 
sense  ot  a  multitude  of  readers,  had  already  taken  place  in 
Shamela,  where  the  young  gentleman  is  always  called 
“Mr.  Booby  or  “Squire  Booby.”  It  is  unnecessary  to 
proceed  further.  Fielding  held  it  as  a  principle  and  re- 
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iterated  it  again  and  again  that,  whereas  the  ancients  are 
common  property,  no  one  is  at  liberty  to  take  directly  from 
a  living  writer  without  due  acknowledgment.  Had  not 
“Shamela”  been  his  own,  he  would  never  have  silently 
transferred  Mr.  Booby  to  “Joseph  Andrews.”  There 
would  have  been  in  the  process  some  remark  about  the 
facetious  author  of  “Shamela,”  for  that  was  Fielding’s 
way  in  similar  cases. 

Fielding  did  not  ridicule  Richardson  out  of  any  personal 
dislike  or  misunderstanding.  There  was  no  old  quarrel 
with  him  as  with  Cibber.  In  fact,  Fielding  was  probably 
then  unacquainted  with  Richardson.  He  may  have  passed 
by  the  printer’s  shop,  or  noticed  his  name  at  the  foot  of 
“The  Gazetteer.”  Nothing  beyond  that.  Such  conversa¬ 
tion  as  ever  existed  between  the  two  men  belongs  to  a  later 
date,  when  Sarah  Fielding  had  become  one  of  Richardson’s 
visitors.  Moreover,  the  author  of  “Shamela”  seems  to 
have  been  unaware  that  he  was  hurting  the  feelings  of  an 
obscure  printer  in  Salisbury  Court.  “Pamela”  was  an 
anonymous  publication.  Outside  of  Richardson’s  circle, 
the  authorship  was  a  mystery.  Dampier,  it  will  be  noticed, 
did  not  give  the  novelist’s  name  in  the  letter  to  his  Eton 
friends  at  Geneva.  As  the  year  rolled  by,  Richardson  was 
drawn  out  of  his  shell  by  a  sequel  to  ‘  ‘  Pamela,  ’  ’  purporting 
to  have  been  written  by  the  original  author  or  with  his 
sanction.  Even  then  Richardson’s  claims  were  disputed, 
and  he  had  to  fight  for  his  own.  The  novel  was  thus  to 
Fielding  as  to  many  others  but  an  anonymous  production 
open  to  ridicule  because  of  its  affected  style,  formal  moral¬ 
ity,  and  the  unreality  of  its  characters.  Pamela  herself 
was  a  sham ;  hence  her  new  name,  Shamela.  Fielding  was 
amused  by  the  fuss  made  about  her ;  by  the  excessive  praise 
lavished  upon  her  and  the  author  in  two  commendatory 
letters  that  Richardson  added  to  the  second  edition ;  and  by 
the  way  she  was  being  taken  up  in  the  pulpit  as  a  model 
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for  a  young  woman’s  conduct.  Nor  did  Fielding  have  any 
long-standing  grudge  against  Middleton.  He  simply  did 
not  regard  the  new  “Life  of  Cicero”  as  the  masterpiece  of 
fine  writing  that  it  was  proclaimed  to  be.  On  this  score,  he 
expressed  himself  humorously  in  “Joseph  Andrews,”  de¬ 
claring  that  the  Muse  of  Biography  had  no  hand  in  that 
work,  and  would  have  struck  out,  had  she  been  consulted, 
the  dedication,  preface,  and  translations.  The  case  was 
different  with  Lord  Hervey,  whom  Fielding  had  already 
satirized  for  his  shifty  politics  and  character.  All  three 
men,  whether  known  or  unknown  to  him,  now  became,  along 
with  Cibber,  Fielding’s  game. 

“Shamela”  was  to  “Pamela”  what  “Tom  Thumb”  had 
been  to  the  heroic  drama;  it  was  a  direct  parody.  It 
moves,  however,  on  a  lower  plane  than  “Tom  Thumb,”  re¬ 
sembling  in  this  respect  that  other  parody  called  “The 
Covent-Gfarden  Tragedy,”  in  which  all  the  characters  are 
disreputable.  By  way  of  introduction,  “Mr.  Conny  Key- 
ber,”  the  reputed  author,  dedicates  his  book  to  “Miss 
Fanny,”  a  girl  who  was  carried,  when  very  young,  into 
“the  ball-room  at  the  Bath,  by  the  discerning  Mr.  Nash,” 
and  has  since  become  Mr.  Conny  Keyber’s  mistress  and 
the  inspirer  of  the  present  romance.  Miss  Fanny  was  at 
once  recognized  by  Dampier  and  the  wits  as  the  effeminate 
Lord  Hervey  who  had  been  unsexed  by  Pope  several  years 
before.  Beginning  with  the  substitution  of  names,  the  dedi¬ 
cation  of  “Shamela”  to  Miss  Fanny  follows  very  closely 
Middleton’s  dedication  of  his  “Cicero”  to  Lord  Hervey 
through  laboured  sentences  of  involved  panegyric  down  to 
the  signature,  “Conny  Keyber,”  in  place  of  “Conyers 
Middleton.”  “It  was  Cicero,”  Middleton  tells  Hervey, 

1  ‘  who  instructed  me  to  write ;  your  Lordship  who  rewards 
me  for  writing.”  “It  was  Euclid,”  says  the  author  of 
“Shamela”  to  Fanny,  “who  taught  me  to  write.  It  is  you, 
madam,  who  pay  me  for  writing.”  There  are  also  similar 
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parodies  of  the  two  commendatory  Jetters  that  adorned  the 
second  edition  of  “Pamela.”  One  is  from  the  anthor 
(called  “the  editor”)  to  himself,  and  the  other  is  from 
“John  Puff,  Esq.,”  who  finds  everything  in  the  hook  drawn 
to  perfection  except  virtue.  A  note  adds  that  further  com¬ 
mendatory  letters,  and  verses  also,  will  be  prepared  for  the 
next  edition.  Then  comes  the  story. 

Parson  Tickletext  writes  a  letter  from  town  to  Parson 
Oliver  in  the  country,  landing  “Pamela”  and  sending  him 
a  copy  of  the  book.  He  begins  and  goes  on : 

“Herewith  I  transmit  you  a  Copy  of  sweet,  dear,  pretty 
Pamela.  .  .  .  The  Pulpit,  as  well  as  the  Coffee-house,  hath 
resounded  with  its  Praise,  and  it  is  expected  shortly,  that 
his  L[ordshi]p*  will  recommend  it  in  a  [Pastoral]  Letter  to 
our  whole  Body.  .  .  .  This  Book  is  the  ‘Soul  of  Religion, 
Good-Breeding,  Discretion,  Good-Nature,  Wit,  Fancy,  Fine 
Thought,  and  Morality.  There  is  an  Ease,  a  natural  Air,  a 
dignified  Simplicity,  and  measured  Fullness  in  it,  that 
resembling  Liee,  out-glows  it.  .  .  .  ’  As  soon  as  you  have 
read  this  your  self  five  or  six  Times  over  (which  may  pos¬ 
sibly  happen  within  a  Week)  I  desire  you  would  give  it  to 
my  little  God-Daughter,  as  a  present  from  me.  This  being 
the  only  Education  we  intend  henceforth  to  give  our 
Daughters.  And  pray  let  your  Servant-Maids  read  it  over, 
or  read  it  to  them.  Both  your  self  and  the  neighbouring 
Clergy,  will  supply  yourselves  for  the  Pulpit  from  the  Book¬ 
sellers,  as  soon  as  the  fourth  Edition  is  published.” 

In  reply  Parson  Oliver,  after  reading  the  novel,  expresses 
amazement  that  Tickletext  and  the  town  should  run  mad 
over  such  wretched  stuff,  saying : 

“If  I  had  not  known  your  Hand,  I  should,  from  the  Senti¬ 
ments  and  Stile  of  the  Letter,  have  imagined  it  to  have 
come  from  the  Author  of  the  famous  Apology,  which  was 
sent  me  last  Summer;  and  on  my  reading  the  remarkable 

*  Edmund  Gibson,  Bishop  of  London,  noted  for  numerous  pastoral  letters. 
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Paragraph  of  measured  Fulness,  that  resembling  Life  out- 
glows  it,  to  a  young  Baronet,  he  cry’d  out,  C — ly  C — b — r 
by  God — .  But  I  have  since  observed,  that  this,  as  well  as 
many  other  expressions  in  your  Letter,  was  borrowed  from 
those  remarkable  Epistles,  which  the  Author,  or  the  Editor 
hath  prefix’d  to  the  second  Edition  which  you  send  me  of 
his  Book.” 

Not  only  are  several  scenes,  Oliver  declares,  unfit  for 
the  perusal  of  his  daughter  and  the  servants,  but  the  entire 
story  is  a  misrepresentation  of  facts  and  a  perversion  of 
truth,  for  he  knows  intimately  the  history  of  Pamela  who 
lives  in  his  neighbourhood.  Her  name  should  be  Shamela. 
And  that  Tickletext  may  see  for  himself  just  what  and  who 
the  “sweet,  dear,  pretty  Pamela”  was  in  real  life,  Oliver 
sends  him  a  bundle  of  the  genuine  letters  which  passed  be¬ 
tween  her  and  her  friends.  These  letters  are  very  gross  but 
very  clever  parodies  of  Richardson.  Shamela ’s  father, 
setting  out  in  the  world  as  a  drummer  in  a  Scotch  regiment, 
became  an  informer  against  his  friends  after  the  late  Gin 
Act,  and  now  has  in  consequence  a  snug  place  in  the  Cus¬ 
toms.  Her  mother  was  an  orange  woman  at  the  playhouse. 
It  is  uncertain  whether  her  parents  wTere  ever  married. 
The  girl  had  an  intrigue  with  Parson  Williams,  a  hypocrite 
of  the  worst  sort,  who  not  long  ago  preached  a  sermon  on 
the  text,  ‘  ‘  Be  not  righteous  over-much,  ’  ’  showing  us  ‘  ‘  that 
the  Bible  doth  not  require  too  much  goodness  of  us  .  .  . 
that  those  people  who  talk  of  vartue  and  morality,  are  the 
wickedest  of  all  persons ;  that  ’tis  not  what  we  do,  but  what 
we  believe,  that  must  save  us.”  By  feigning  innocence, 
Shamela  alias  Pamela  got  Mr.  Booby  for  a  husband;  but 
the  squire,  catching  her  with  her  lover,  afterwards  turned 
her  off  and  prosecuted  Mr.  Williams  in  the  spiritual  court. 

In  conclusion,  Parson  Oliver,  dropping  the  fiction  of  a 
Shamela,  brings  a  series  of  sober  charges  against  Richard¬ 
son ’s  “Pamela”  as  if  he  were  gathering  up  the  points  of 
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a  sermon  in  order  to  thrust  them  home.  All  the  characters 
in  Richardson’s  novel  are  declared  to  be  either  unreal  or 
not  at  all  what  they  were  intended  to  be.  Pamela,  despite 
her  frights  and  moralizing,  is  a  scheming  politician  actuated 

only  by  motives  of  self-interest.  Mr.  B -  is  a  booby 

caught  by  her  wiles.  Parson  Williams,  whom  the  author 
regards  as  a  faultless  character,  is  at  best  a  busybody.  And 
as  for  Lady  Davers  and  other  ladies  who  come  into  the 
novel,  they  do  not  exist  at  all;  “there  is  not  the  least  foun¬ 
dation  for  any  thing  which  is  said”  of  them.  Of  the  story 
as  a  whole,  the  obvious  moral  is  that  young  gentlemen 
should  marry  their  mothers’  chambermaids  if  they  would 
be  happy ;  and  that  the  chambermaids  should  in  turn  look 
out  for  husbands  in  their  masters.  It  is  not  virtue  that  is 
rewarded;  it  is  cunning.  The  final  inference  is  left  to  the 
reader.  It  is  either  that  the  author  of  ‘  ‘  Pamela  ’  ’ — a  parson, 
probably — has  romanced  a  very  low  intrigue,  or  that  he 
knows  nothing  of  the  life  he  attempts  to  describe.  Which¬ 
ever  the  inference,  he  should  be  ridiculed  off  the  stage.  No 
wonder  Richardson  winced  and  could  never  forgive  the 
man  whom  he  supposed  to  be  the  author  of  “Shamela.” 
His  first  act  was  to  withdraw  from  “Pamela”  the  com¬ 
mendatory  letters  which  had  been  subjected  to  ruthless 
parody. 
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JOSEPH  ANDREWS 

I 

The  success  of  Richardson  made  a  novelist  of  Fielding. 
Without  a  “ Pamela”  there  would  have  been  no  “Joseph 
Andrews.”  For  this  new  turn  in  his  art  Fielding  was 
equipped  at  all  points.  It  was  as  easy  for  him  to  write 
a  novel  as  to  write  a  play.  There  was  but  little  worth 
while  in  the  realistic  fiction  of  his  own  or  earlier  times  with 
which  he  was  not  well  acquainted.  He  had  read  “The 
Golden  Ass”  of  Apuleius,  and  presumably  “The  Satyri- 
con  ’  ’  of  Petronius,  a  copy  of  which  was  in  his  library.  Ever 
since  his  school  days,  he  had  taken  supreme  delight  in  “The 
Dialogues”  of  Lucian,  which  had  led  him  into  the  way  of 
irony  and  burlesque.  Antiquity  could  supply  him  with 
little  else  bearing  directly  upon  the  novel  as  distinguished 
from  romance  and  wild  adventure.  As  a  boy,  too,  he  had 
met  with  a  translation  of  “Don  Quixote” — it  must  have 
been  the  one  made  by  Motteux — and  he  had  adapted,  while 
at  Leyden,  the  Knight  of  La  Mancha  to  the  English  stage 
for  a  contrast  between  the  noble  idealism  of  a  Spanish 
gentleman  and  the.  hypocrisies  and  sordid  motives  of  a 
group  of  English  men  and  women  gathered  at  a  country  inn. 
He  may  never  have  seen  a  Spanish  rogue  story,  depicting, 
in  the  form  of  an  autobiography,  the  seamy  side  of  life 
with  a  comic  or  farcical  intent;  but  this  type  of  novel  as 
adjusted  to  French  manners  he  was  familiar  with,  and  he 
praised  it  again  and  again  for  its  truth  to  human  nature. 
The  French  line,  so  far  as  it  concerns  Fielding,  began  with 
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Scarron’s  “Roman  Comique,”  passed  through  Lesage’s 
“Gil  Bias,”  and  ended  with  Marivaux’s  “Le  Baysan 
Parvenu,”  in  the  last  of  which  it  is  related  how  an  obscure 
country  boy  made  his  way  in  Paris  against  poverty  and  the 
temptations  of  women.  “Don  Quixote”  and  “Le  Paysan 
Parvenu”  gave  Fielding  the  hint  for  a  great  novel  which 
should  be  incidentally  a  burlesque  of  ‘  ‘  Pamela.  ’  ’ 

Fielding  named  his  noyel  after  the  pair  of  characters 
that  were  to  divide  the  reader’s  interest:  “The  History  of 
the  Adventures  of  Joseph  Andrews,  and  of  his  Friend  Mr. 
Abraham  Adams.”  He  did  not  place  his  own  name  on 
the  title-page,  but  instead  of  it  the  descriptive  phrase: 
“Written  in  Imitation  of  The  Manner  of  Cervantes,  Author 
of  Don  Quixote.”  The  date  of  publication  of  the  two  neat 
duodecimo  volumes,  as  given  in  “The  Champion”  and 
elsewhere,  was  February  22,  1742;  and  the  price  for  them 
was  six  shillings.  They  were  printed  for  Andrew  Millar, 
the  bookseller.  A  story  once  current  said  that  Fielding 
first  submitted  his  manuscript  to  another  publisher  and 
was  at  the  point  of  letting  him  have  it  for  twenty-five 
pounds,  when  his  friend  James  Thomson  intervened  and 
persuaded  him  to  try  Millar  for  a  larger  sum.  Millar 
turned  the  manuscript  over  to  his  wife,  who  told  him,  after 
reading  it,  that  he  must  not  let  it  slip  through  his  fingers. 
Subsequently  Millar,  Thomson,  and  Fielding  retired  to  a 
tavern  to  make  the  bargain.  After  the  second  bottle  of 
port,  Fielding  asked  the  bookseller,  with  some  trepidation, 
what  he  would  give  for  the  novel.  “I  am  a  man,”  said 
Millar,  “of  few  words,  and  fond  of  coming  to  the  point, 
but  I  don’t  think  I  can  afford  to  give  more  than  £200.” 
“Two  hundred  pounds!”  said  Fielding,  in  amazement, 
“are  you  serious V’  “Never  more  so,”  replied  Millar. 
“Then,”  said  the  delighted  author,  “give  me  your  hand, 
the  book ’s  yours.  ”*  The  details  of  this  tavern  scene  are 

*  F.  Lawrence,  “Life  of  Henry  Fielding,”  1855,  p.  164. 
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doubtless  apocryphal,  but  an  essential  truth  lies  behind 
them.  Happily  the  original  assignment*  of  the  copyright  in 
“  Joseph  Andrews”  to  Millar  still  exists.  It  is  throughout 
in  Fielding’s  own  hand,  and  bears  the  date  of  April  13, 
1742,  when  negotiations  had  begun  for  a  second  edition. 
According  to  this  document  ‘  ‘  Henry  Fielding  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  Esqr”  received  one  hundred  and  ninety-nine 
pounds  and  six  shillings  for  “Joseph  Andrews”  and  two 
minor  publications  of  the  year  (“Miss  Lucy  in  Town,  a 
Farce”  and  “A  Full  Vindication  of  the  Dutchess  Dowager 
of  Marlborough”).  On  the  back  of  the  assignment  is  a 
note  by  Millar,  which  shows  he  was  to  pay  one  hundred  and 
eighty-three  pounds  and  eleven  shillings  for  “Joseph 
Andrews,”  ten  pounds  and  ten  shillings  for  “Miss  Lucy,” 
and  five  pounds  and  five  shillings  for  “A  Full  Vindication.  ” 
The  name  of  James  Thomson  does  not  appear  among  the 
witnesses  to  the  agreement.  They  were  the  author’s  friend 
William  Young  and  a  certain  William  Hawkes.  The  printer 
of  “Joseph  Andrews,”  we  now  know,  was  Henry  Woodfall 
of  Paternoster  Row,  whose  ledger,  under  date  of  February 
15,  1741-1742,  gives  the  information  that  the  first'  edition 
of  the  novel  ran  to  fifteen  hundred  sets.f  With  two  hun¬ 
dred  pounds  in  his  pocket,  Fielding  must  have  felt  that  the 
prosperous  days  of  “Pasquin”  were  returning. 

There  is,  Fielding  would  say  in  “Joseph  Andrews,”  a 
good  deal  of  shamming  in  the  biographies,  real  and  ficti¬ 
tious,  which  claim  to  depict  contemporary  life  and  manners. 
This  was  the  point  in  “Shamela”  also.  Colley  Cibber  has 
written  an  autobiography  in  which  he  meant  to  attribute 
to  himself  all  the  virtues  except  chastity;  but  he  left  that 
one  out,  rather  posing  as  unchaste,  because  he  thought  un¬ 
chastity  really  a  virtue.  He  set  himself  up  as  a  pattern  to 

*  Now  in  the  Forster  Collection  of  MSS.  at  South  Kensington. 

t  “Notes  and  Queries,”  1  S.  XI,  419  (June  2,  1855).  See  also  7  S.  II,  186 
(Sept.  4,  1886). 
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the  male  sex,  quite  unaware  that  his  vanity  drew  for  him 
a  ridiculous  portrait.  Indeed,  there  are  those  who  think 
that  the  life  recorded  in  his  book  was  lived  by  the  great 
man  in  order  that  he  might  write  an  apology  for  it.  Now 
comes  the  autobiography  of  Miss  Pamela,  or  Pamela, 
Andrews— some  pronouncing  it  one  way,  some  the  other. 
Though  this  young  woman,  unlike  Colley  Cibber,  did  not 
actually  live  the  life  related  of  her,  the  narrative  purports 
to  be  founded  upon  “authentic  papers  and  records.”  She 
is  supposed  to  be — the  author  and  the  laudatory  epistles 
say  so — a  model  for  her  sex  as  much  as  Cibber  is  for  his. 
She  possesses  in  equal  degree  all  the  virtues,  including  the 
one  which  the  great  apologist  omitted  in  describing  himself. 
In  distinction  from  him,  her  prime  characteristic  is  chas¬ 
tity  ;  that  is  her  stock  in  trade  for  rising  in  the  world.  Now, 
real  men  and  women  are  not  these  made-up  figures  that 
appear  in  Cibber  and  Richardson.  Let  us  remove  their 
masques  and  look  at  them  as  they  are,  as  anyone  may  see 
them  in  town  or  country,  or  on  a  journey  from  London  to 
Bath  or  Salisbury. 

To  this  end  Fielding  takes  all  the  Boobys  over  into  his 
novel,  enlarging  the  family  considerably,  and  assigns  them 
to  two  adjoining  parishes  in  his  own  Somersetshire.  To 
Richardson’s  Mr.  B —  are  given  an  uncle  and  an  aunt — 
Sir  Thomas  Booby  and  Lady  Booby — in  whose  service  has 
been  bred  a  reputed  brother  of  Pamela,  named  Joseph.  A 
lad  just  reaching  his  majority,  wonderfully  strong  and 
perfect  in  physique,  Joey  has  risen  from  the  stable  to  the 
post  of  my  lady’s  footman.  In  the  same  household  has 
grown  up  also  a  wonderfully  beautiful  girl  known  as  Fanny 
Goodwill,  two  years  younger  than  Joseph  Andrews;  but 
just  before  the  story  opens,  Mrs.  Slipslop,  mydady’s  house¬ 
keeper  and  waiting-maid,  turns  Fanny  off,  in  order  to  nip 
in  the  bud  the  love  becoming  apparent  between  the  boy  and 
the  girl.  The  curate  of  the  parish  is  Parson  Adams,  who 
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has  made  the  acquaintance  of  Fanny  and  Joseph  in  the 
servants’  hall,  and  acts  as  a  check  and  counsellor  in  the 
desperate  situation.  At  this  point,  Lady  Booby,  who  likes 
the  town  better  than  the  country,  goes  up  to  London  with 
several  members  of  her  household — Mrs.  Slipslop,  Joseph, 
and  her  husband.  But  hardly  has  she  entered  upon  the 
gaieties  of  the  season  before  Sir  Thomas  dies,  and  for  six 
days  the  poor  lady  is  forced  to  confine  herself  to  her  house 
with  no  other  companions  than  Mrs.  Slipslop  and  a  few 
female  friends,  who  make  a  quiet  party  at  cards.  Unable 
to  endure  the  monotony  longer  than  the  seventh  day,  she 
then  orders  Joseph  to  bring  up  the  tea-kettle  for  her  relief. 
Thereupon  begin  her  attempts,  running  from  cajolery  to 
threats,  to  break  down  the  virtue  of  her  handsome  footman. 
But  all  in  vain;  for  Joseph  has  been  well  grounded  in 
morality  by  Parson  Adams,  has  read  several  good  books 
besides  the  Bible,  and — more  than  all  else — has  got  by  heart 
the  letters  that  his  sister  Pamela  is  sending  home  descrip¬ 
tive  of  her  awful  encounters  with  a  male  member  of  the 
Booby  family.  He  writes  to  her,  telling  her  how  he  is 
evading  the  traps  set  for  him  and  confessing  that  there 
have  been  occasions  when  he  could  not  have  resisted  the 
charms  of  Lady  Booby  had  he  not  been  inspired  by 
Pamela’s  spotless  example.  Joseph’s  immediate  reward 
for  his  virtue  is  not  the  hand  of  Lady  Booby  in  marriage, 
but  dismissal  from  her  service. 

Consoled  by  the  thought  that  he  has  remained  constant 
to  Fanny,  Joseph  sets  out  by  night,  alone  and  on  foot,  to 
seek  her  in  the  parish  far  in  the  West.  Despite  the  occa¬ 
sional  aid  of  horse,  stage,  or  coach,  it  took  him  eight  days 
to  make  the  journey,  owing  to  a  succession  of  adventures 
which  began  with  his  being  robbed,  stripped,  and  left  for 
dead  by  the  wayside.  Thus  Fielding  enters  upon  his  great 
epic  of  the  road,  as  it  has  been  called,  swarming  with  men 
and  women — highwaymen,  innkeepers  and  their  wives, 
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chambermaids,  country  squires,  parsons,  doctors,  lawyers, 
constables,  prudes,  and  jesters.  Along  with  Joseph  all  the 
Boobys  and  their  retainers  are  turned  into  the  highway. 
Parson  Adams  is  far  on  the  road  to  London  to  sell  three 
manuscript  volumes  of  sermons;  but  having  forgotten  to 
bring  them  along,  he  decides,  on  meeting  Joseph,  to  go  back 
with  him.  Fanny,  desiring  to  get  news  of  Joseph,  has  also 
taken  the  road  to  London,  and  likewise  faces  about  as  soon 
as  she  has  found  him.  Lady  Booby,  after  trying  in  vain 
to  overcome  her  passion  for  Joseph,  orders  her  coach  and 
horses  to  be  got  ready  for  the  journey  homewards.  Finally, 
her  nephew  Mr.  Booby  and  “the  illustrious  Pamela,’ ’  just 
married,  leave  town  in  a  coach  and  six  for  a  brief  visit 
with  Lady  Booby  before  going  on  to  their  seat  in  the  next 
parish.  Through  all  the  varied  scenes  of  the  road  the  narra¬ 
tive  glides  without  friction,  as  if  it  were  nature  itself.  If 
a  long  story  is  introduced,  it  is  to  fill  up  an  uneventful  hour 
in  the  stagecoach  between  adventures  or  to  provide  a  means 
of  keeping  a  group  awake  through  a  long  night  when  there 
are  no  beds  for  them  to  sleep  in.  At  times  perhaps  Fielding 
lets  his  narrative  stand  perfectly  still  as  a  burlesque  of  the 
suspense  characteristic  of  Richardson. 

His  characters  once  assembled  at  Lady  Booby’s  Hall  for 
the  concluding  scenes,  Fielding  plays  with  the  denouement, 
in  gay  imitation  of  a  common  type  of  the  drama  known 
since  Aristotle’s  time  as  that  of  “discovery  and  revoju- 
tion.  ’  ’  There  has  been  a  mistake  in  the  parentage  of  J  oseph 
and  Fanny ;  and  when  the  truth  becomes  known,  they  enter 
upon  their  happy  future.  Here  Fielding  assumes  a  mock 
gravity  as  if  he  were  solving  the  riddle  of  Oedipus;  and 
here,  Pamela  and  her  husband  coming  upon  the  stage  for 
the  first  time,  he  gives  them  the  finishing  touches.  Pamela 
is  a  snob  disposed  to  look  down  upon  her  family  connec¬ 
tions  since  she  has  attained  her  exalted  position ;  while  her 
husband,  Squire  Booby,  is  so  good-natured,  shallow,  and 
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harmless  that  one  wonders  how  the  deuce  she  ever  had  any 
trouble  with  him.  It  is  an  amusing  scene  preliminary  to  the 
denouement,  where  Pamela  tries  to  persuade  Joseph  to 
give  up  Fanny  because  the  marriage  would  throw  down  the 
Andrews  family  again  just  after  it  had  been  raised  by  her 
own  marriage  with  a  gentleman.  She  would  have  her 
brother  pray  ‘  ‘  for  the  assistance  of  grace  ’  ’  against  his  love 
for  Fanny.  Following  close  upon  this  scene,  it  comes  out 
that  Fanny  is  really  Pamela’s  sister,  and  that  Joseph  is  not 
her  brother  at  all,  but  the  son  of  a  Mr.  Wilson,  a  retired 
gentleman  of  good  family.  Joseph,  when  a  child  in  the 
cradle,  had  been  stolen  by  a  gypsy  and  afterwards  ex¬ 
changed  in  another  cradle  for  Fanny,  who  was  subse¬ 
quently  sold  to  Sir  Thomas  Booby  for  three  guineas.  The 
identity  of  Joseph  is  proved  by  a  birthmark.  Standing  in 
Booby  Hall,  he  unbuttons  his  coat  and  displays  to  the 
company  his  left  breast,  whereon  is  seen  “as  fine  a  straw¬ 
berry  as  ever  grew  in  a  garden.  ’  ’  Pamela  can  interpose  no 
further  objections  to  the  match,  for  her  sister  as  well  as 
herself  will  now  have  a  gentleman  for  a  husband.  Nothing 
more  happens,  except  an  incident  at  the  marriage  service, 
which  is  performed  by  Parson  Adams  in  the  little  church 
of  Squire  Booby’s  parish.  The  good  man,  who  would  permit 
no  light  conduct  in  his  presence  when  he  had  his  surplice  on, 
“publickly  rebuked  Mr.  Booby  and  Pamela  for  laughing  in 
so  sacred  a  place  and  on  so  solemn  an  occasion.” 

So  much  for  “Joseph  Andrews”  as  a  burlesque  of 
“Pamela.”  It  would  be  easy  to  go  on  and  show  just  how 
Fielding  parodied  certain  high  scenes  in  Richardson;  but 
that  there  are  such  parodies  pervading  the  entire  novel 
may  be  taken  for  granted.  No  novel  has  ever  survived 
long  in  popular  esteem  because  it  parodied  or  burlesqued 
another  novel;  something  more  is  necessary  to  immor¬ 
tality.  “Shamela”  is  a  burlesque — a  very  fine  one  too,  but 
it  is  nothing  more ;  and  it  has  disappeared ;  only  those  who 
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read  books  that  nobody  else  reads, ^  have  ever  seen  it.  ‘  ‘  Don 
Quixote”  is  a  burlesque;  it  lives,  however,  not  because  it 
is  a  burlesque  of  the  romances  of  chivalry,  but  because  it 
possesses  characters  embedded  in  human  nature  and  de¬ 
lineated  with  humour  so  genuine  as  to  be  ever  fresh  and 
modern.  Cervantes  huilt  upon  the  picaresque  novel,  or  the 
rogue  story,  the  most  realistic  form  of  fiction  then  current 
in  Spain.  Fielding  took  Cervantes  for  his  model;  he  built 
upon  “Don  Quixote”  and  the  realistic  fiction  of  France. 
Novels  of  this  kind  he  mentioned  by  title  in  various  places 
of  “Joseph  Andrews,”  and  told  the  reader,  in  his  honest 
way,  what  they  had  contributed  to  the  novelist’s  art  as  he 
understood  it.  Novels  outside  of  this  class,  that  is,  ro¬ 
mances  and  impossible  adventures,  he  either  condemned 
or  professed  never  to  have  read.  To  his  favourite  type  of 
fiction  he  was  indebted  for  his  general  plan  and  for  an 
occasional  scene.  The  epic  of  the  road  as  a  motif  came 
from  “Don  Quixote,”  the  “Roman  Comique,”  or  “Gil 
Bias,”  which  you  will,  for  in  all  of  them  a  journey  is  the 
occasion  of  the  humorous  adventures. 

A  German  scholar*  once  attempted  to  connect  Fielding 
specifically  with  Marivaux’s  “Marianne.”  It  is  said  that 
Fielding  discovered  his  strawberry  in  this  novel;  for  was 
not  Marianne  identified  by  a  strawberry  near  her  right  eye  ? 
It  happens,  however,  that  the  recognition  scene  in  “Mari¬ 
anne”  was  not  in  the  novel  as  Marivaux  left  it  incomplete; 
it  was  added  by  another  hand  sometime  after  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  “Joseph  Andrews.”  So  the  strawberry  migrated, 
if  it  migrated  at  all,  from  Joseph’s  left  breast  to  Marianne’s 
right  eye,  and  not  the  other  way.  The  novel  of  Marivaux 
visible  in  “Joseph  Andrews”  is  not  “Marianne,”  but,  as  I 
have  remarked,  “Le  Paysan  Parvenu.”  In  taking  for  his 
hero  a  young  man  from  the  country  and  placing  him  in  the 

*  Erich  Bosdorf,  ‘ ‘  Entstehungsgesehichte  von  Eieldings  Joseph  Andrews,” 
Berlin,  1908,  p.  40. 
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highly  seasoned  society  of  the  town  to  see  how  he  would 
behave,  Fielding  was  certainly  anticipated  by  his  French 
predecessor.  Fielding’s  Joseph  so  far  derives  from 
Marivaux’s  Jacob.  Indeed,  the  crucial  scene  between 
Joseph  and  Lady  Booby  in  her  London  boudoir  bears  a 
close  analogy  to  one  in  “Le  Paysan  Parvenu”  between 
Jacob  and  Madame  de  Fecourt.  Perhaps  a  gaiety  of  tone 
in  narrative  and  description  also  passed  over  from  Mari¬ 
vaux  to  Fielding.  Add  this  to  the  abandon  of  Scarron, 
and  the  result  is  something  like  Fielding.  Half  seriously, 
Fielding  proclaimed  himself  the  successor  of  Homer.  The 
Greek  bard,  it  used  to  be  said,  composed  a  comic  epic  which 
bore  the  same  relation  to  comedy  as  the  Iliad  bore  to 
tragedy.  The  spirit  of  this  ancient  comic  epic,  long  since 
lost — it  is  a  variant  of  the  jest  on  the  origin  of  “The  Ver- 
noniad” — Fielding  would  restore  to  modern  literature  in 
his  “Joseph  Andrews.” 

Most  roads,-  however,  lead  to  Cervantes  as  Fielding’s 
master  at  this  time,  in  so  far  as  a  genius  may  be  said  to 
have  a  master.  This  Fielding  acknowledged  in  that  phrase 
on  the  title-page  of  his  novel  which  I  have  quoted :  “Written 
in  Imitation  of  The  Manner  of  Cervantes,  Author  of  Don 
Quixote.  ’  ’  Certain  correspondences  are  at  once  apparent : 
the  grouping  of  the  chapters  into  four  books  in  the  style  of 
the  epic;  pleasant  or  facetious  headings  to  the  chapters, 
with  similar  sentences  at  the  close  to  lure  the  reader 
onward;  the  introduction  of  episodes  and  stories — “The 
Curious  Impertinent”  and  “The  History  of  Leonora” 
being  exact  parallels — to  relieve  one’s  tension  though  at 
the  expense  of  a  halt  in  the  main  business;  always  a 
drollery  of  style,  becoming  mock  heroic  for  a  contest,  and, 
with  Fielding,  for  a  sunrise  or  a  sunset ;  always  an  eye  for 
the  absurd  or  ridiculous  in  incident,  manners,  and  char¬ 
acter,  with  no  fear  of  frank  grotesqueness  in  descrip¬ 
tion  and  delineation.  A  reader  will  observe,  too,  that 
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Fielding,  as  well  as  Cervantes,  runs  his  narrative  on  two 
contrasted  characters,  and  that  he  had  authority  for  the 
introductory  chapters  on  his  art  in  the  humorous  prefaces 
to  “Don  Quixote.”  All  these  resemblances  are  as  obvious 
as  the  fact  that  Fielding  made  the  serious  novel  of  Richard¬ 
son  his  game  much  as  Cervantes  did  the  romances  of 
chivalry.  But  they  do  not  tell  the  whole  story.  Fielding 
was  so  saturated  with  Cervantes  that  analysis,  beyond 
exteriors,  is  rendered  almost  helpless.  Neither  “Don 
Quixote”  nor  “Joseph  Andrews”  is,  strictly  speaking,  a 
burlesque.  Each  begins  in  burlesque  and  on  occasion  re¬ 
turns  to  it,  but  each  is  in  the  main  the  comedy  of  real  life. 
This  may  be  truer  of  the  English  than  of  the  Spanish  novel. 
Fielding’s  tendency  to  exaggeration  was  checked  by  the 
example  of  his  friend  Hogarth,  which  showed  him  how  in  a 
sister  art  character  and  incident  may  be  heightened  for 
comic  effect  and  yet  escape  caricature. 

By  a  mysterious  process  of  imagination,  the  character  of 
Don  Quixote,  undergoing  a  sea-change,  reappeared  in 
Parson  Adams.  Don  Quixote  fabricated  a  world  of  men 
from  the  ideals  of  honour,  courtesy,  devotion,  and  loyalty 
to  truth,  such  as  he  found  exemplified  in  books  of  chivalry. 
Then  his  author  sent  him  out  into  the  real  world  of  men 
where  quite  different  ideals  rule  the  majority,  including  the 
squire  whom  the  knight  took  along  with  him.  The  humour 
and  the  satire  arise  from  the  clash  of  ideals.  Now  Fielding 
in  his  youth,  as  has  been  described,  transferred  Don  Quixote 
and  Sancho  Panza  to  the  English  stage.  It  was  a  pleasant 
comedy  wherein  the  knight  and  his  squire  remain  essen¬ 
tially  as  they  were  in  Cervantes,  despite  the  fact  that 
Sancho  utters  English  instead  of  Spanish  proverbs.  This 
adaptation  of  “Don  Quixote”  never  satisfied  Fielding;  he 
felt  that  he  then  lacked  the  experience  and  knowledge  neces¬ 
sary  for  transmuting  Spaniards  into  Englishmen.  He 
did  not  give  them  English  names  even.  With  time  came 
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the  experience  and  knowledge  that  he  had  lamented  the 
lack  of.  He  dropped  the  exotic  knight  and  took  up  the 
country  parson,  whom  he  knew  from  intimate  association. 
In  fact,  before  the  appearance  of  Parson  Adams,  he  had 
made  preliminary  studies  of  the  clerical  character  in  “The 
Champion,”  drawing  upon  observation,  sermons,  books  in 
divinity,  and  the  laws  of  the  realm.  Xo  essential  aspect  of 
the  clergy  there  escaped  him.  It  remained  for  him  to  give 
life  and  action  to  the  essays  and  sketches  that  he  had 
written  for  the  readers  of  his  periodical. 

Mr.  Abraham  Adams  was  educated  for  the  church  at 
Cambridge,  where  he  began  to  lay  up  a  rare  fund  of  learn¬ 
ing.  To  a  perfect  mastery  of  Greek  and  Latin,  he  added, 
as  the  years  went  bv,  some  knowledge  of  the  Oriental 
tongues  and  an  ability  to  translate  French,  Italian,  and 
Spanish.  He  also  studied  the  great  moralists  and  divines 
in  his  own  language,  and  pored  over  the  Scriptures  until  he 
knew  them  almost  by  heart.  By  nature  as  well  as  by  culti¬ 
vation,  he  was  honest,  generous,  and  brave — never  sus¬ 
pecting  that  the  dark  passions  of  malice  and  envy  existed 
in  the  rest  of  mankind  any  more  than  in  himself.  These 
qualities  and  acquirements  so  endeared  and  recommended 
him  to  his  bishop  that  he  found  himself,  when  well  above 
fifty  years  of  age,  still  the  curate  of  Lady  Booby’s  parish 
on  an  income  of  twenty-three  pounds  a  year;  “which,” 
remarks  Fielding,  “he  could  not  make  anv  great  figure 
with  because  he  lived  in  a  dear  country,  and  was  a  little  en¬ 
cumbered  with  a  wife  and  six  children.”  Something,  how¬ 
ever,  may  be  said  for  the  bishop  and  others  in  whose  hands 
his  preferment  lay.  The  parson  was  a  large  man  of  power¬ 
ful  frame,  with  big  fists  and  the  muscles  of  a  labourer;  he 
was  awkward  in  gait  and  figure,  and  very  eccentric  in  his 
manners.  He  went  about  so  shabbily  dressed  that  Sir 
Thomas  Booby  could  never  receive  him  at  his  table,  but  in 
recompense  gave  him  free  access  to  his  kitchen  and  cellar. 
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He  was  absent-minded,  not  ready  with  a  reply  when  spoken 
to,  and  had  a  way  of  giving  natural  vent  to  his  honest 
opinions  and  feelings,  when  the  floodgates  were  once  un¬ 
loosed,  irrespective  of  persons  or  circumstance.  He  had 
no  vices  unless  one  wishes  to  regard  some  weaknesses  as 
such.  He  was  a  little  vain  of  his  learning;  he  gorged  his 
food  and  guzzled  his  ale  like  a  giant;  he  would  have  died 
but  for  the  solace  of  his  pipe  and  tobacco.  In  short,  Parson 
Adams  was  a  humorist  in  the  old  sense  of  the  word. 

Thirty-five  years  in  Lady  Booby’s  parish  confirmed  and 
increased  both  the  parson’s  good  qualities  and  his  glaring 
peculiarities.  His  character,  as  we  say,  was  refined  to  pure 
gold.  The  poor  in  his  flock  became  as  dear  to  him  as  if 
they  had  been  his  own  children.  When  a  piece  of  good 
fortune  happened  to  any  one  of  them  or  he  saw  a  way  out 
of  difficulty  and  danger,  he  had  a  habit,  under  the  excite¬ 
ment,  of  snapping  his  fingers  over  his  head  and  skipping 
about  like  one  possessed  of  a  strange  spirit.  To  the 
brighter  boys  of  his  parish  he  gave  instruction  in  the  rudi¬ 
ments  of  Latin  grammar,  with  or  without  pay,  for  money 
counted  but  little  with  a  man  who  1  ‘  thought  a  schoolmaster 
the  greatest  character  in  the  world,  and  himself  the  greatest 
of  all  schoolmasters”  since  the  days  when  Chiron  taught 
the  Greek  heroes.  All  his  leisure  was  devoted  to  the  study 
of  ancient  literature,  especially  Greek,  at  which  he  laboured 
hard  for  many  years.  His  favourite  author  was  Aeschylus. 
Too  poor  to  purchase  a  fresh  copy  of  the  dramatist,  he 
transcribed  from  an  old  one  the  great  tragedies,  and  always 
carried  the  manuscript  book  in  his  pocket  for  perusal  at 
odd  times  as  he  sat  by  the  fire  or  lay  prostrate  on  the 
grass.  So  it  was  that  the  present  world  in  which  he  lived 
and  moved,  gradually  faded  away  and  he  substituted  for  it 
the  world  of  ancient  books.  So  far  as  concerned  him, 
nothing  had  happened  for  a  thousand  years.  As  were  the 

325 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

Greeks  idealized  in  heroic  literature,  so  were  the  English¬ 
men  of  his  own  time. 

Except  for  a  few  scattered  authors,  modem  literature  of 
the  lighter  kind  was  a  sealed  book  to  him.  He  once  read 
Addison’s  “Cato”  because  it  had  an  ancient  hero,  and 
Steele’s  “Conscious  Lovers”  because  there  were  some 
things  in  it  “almost  solemn  enough  for  a  sermon.”  Of 
Pope  he  had  heard  great  commendation,  but  he  had  never 
looked  into  that  poet ’s  works.  On  the  other  hand,  he  could 
discourse  eloquently  of  Homer  and  the  Greek  tragedians, 
dwelling  upon  their  great  scenes  and  their  nice  discrimina¬ 
tion  in  character — rapping  out,  as  he  did  so,  hundreds  of 
Greek  verses  with  “such  a  voice,  emphasis,  and  action” 
that  he  frightened  his  hearers.  There  was  not  a  character 
in  human  nature,  he  used  to  say,  left  untouched  in  the  Iliad 
and  the  Odyssey.  Though  he  had  hardly  wandered  beyond 
his  parish,  he  regarded  lightly  his  lack  of  contact  with 
various  peoples,  since  he  had  travelled  in  his  books  much 
farther  than  any  ships  could  take  him.  If  he  had  never 
heard  of  the  Levant  (which  he  inferred  from  the  etymology 
of  the  word  must  lie  in  the  East  rather  than  the  West 
Indies),  he  knew  where  the  unfortunate  Helle  fell  into  the 
sea  and  had  sailed  the  Euxine  with  Jason  in  search  of  the 
Golden  Fleece.  He  imagined  that  he  was  still  living  in  the 
golden  age  as  described  by  Virgil,  when  truth,  justice,  and 
all  the  primitive  virtues  were  practised  by  mankind.  One 
conviction  that  became  fixed  in  him  was  to  prove  especially 
unfortunate.  From  a  remark  reported  of  Socrates,  he  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  human  face  is  an  infallible  index  of  char¬ 
acter.  Therefore,  it  was  the  parson’s  maxim  that  in  all 
one’s  dealings  full  credit  must  be  given  to  a  man’s  coun¬ 
tenance.  Three  years’  attendance  upon  Lady  Booby  ini¬ 
tiated  Joseph  Andrews  into  mysteries  of  conduct  that 
Parson  Adams  never  learned  from  his  long  perusal  of  old 
books.  Of  many  things  in  the  modern  world  the  scholar 
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was  as  ignorant  as  the  infant  just  born  into  it,  or  as  the  cat 
that  sits  on  the  table. 

This  is  the  man  whom  Fielding  sent  out  on  the  great 
highway  to  London  in  answer  to  an  advertisement  by  a 
society  of  booksellers  for  manuscript  sermons  of  the  right 
sort.  The  parson  borrowed  a  weak-kneed  horse  of  his  clerk 
and  set  forth,  dressed  in  a  short  greatcoat  from  which 
emerged  the  patched  skirts  of  an  old  cassock.  His  weapons 
of  defence  against  anticipated  attacks  of  highwaymen,  with 
which  the  road  was  infested,  were  not  a  knight’s  lance  and 
shield,  but  two  fists,  which  rolled  up  like  the  knuckles  of 
an  ox,  and  a  huge  crab-tree  stick  with  which  he  found  it 
necessary  to  provide  himself  on  the  way.  But  for  his  very 
long  legs  the  parson  would  have  frequently  received  some 
mischief  when  his  horse,  without  warning,  fell  to  the 
ground ;  but  as  it  was,  the  horse  sometimes  dropped  on  his 
knees  while  the  rider  remained  standing,  and  at  worst 
horse  and  rider  always  got  up  unharmed  after  rolling  over 
one  another  in  the  mud  or  down  a  hill.  For  food  and  lodg¬ 
ing  on  the  way  he  took  only  a  few  shillings,  for  he  expected 
to  meet  with  the  same  hospitality  that  he  was  accustomed 
to  extend  to  strangers  who  passed  through  his  own  parish. 
The  parson’s  adventures  at  inns  and  alehouses,  through 
woods  and  across  the  downs,  with  rogues  of  many  sorts 
and  occasional  gentlemen,  are  conceived  in  that  spirit  of 
broad  comedy  which  pervades  “Don  Quixote.”  It  is  these 
misadventures  that  give  zest  and  life  to  the  narrative. 

But  the  character  of  Parson  Adams  and  of  all  those  whom 
he  fell  in  with,  is  revealed  not  so  much  by  misadventures  as 
by  conversations  and  disputes,  which  may  or  may  not 
reach  their  climax  in  a  humorous  quarrel.  The  issue  de¬ 
pends  upon  circumstance.  The  parson  himself  was  always 
ready  to  fight,  if  necessary,  for  his  opinions,  but  the  courage 
of  his  adversaries  might  be  in  words  only.  He  did  not,  of 
course,  find  a  ready  purchaser  for  his  sermons.  Though 
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a  clergyman  named  Barnabas  introduced  him  to  a  book¬ 
seller  at  one  of  the  inns,  a  bargain  could  not  well  be  struck 
for  sermons  which  had  been  left  at  home.  Still,  had  the 
sermons  been  in  his  saddlebags,  there  would  have  been  no 
sale,  since  the  parson  and  the  bookseller  got  into  an  alter¬ 
cation  over  doctrinal  questions.  The  bookseller,  if  he  could 
not  obtain  a  sermon  or  two  from  a  bishop,  wanted  some¬ 
thing  in  the  line  of  Whitefield  or  Wesley,  whose  books  sold 
as  well  as  farces.  On  quizzing  Adams,  it  was  discovered 
that  his  sympathies  were  with  the  reformers  in  their  efforts 
to  restore  to  the  church  its  ancient  simplicity  and  piety, 
but  he  broke  with  them  when  they  began  to  preach,  as  did 
Parson  Williams  in  “Shamela,”  faith  against  works.  That 
detestable  doctrine,  he  said,  was  coined  in  hell.  All  his 
own  sermons  threw  the  emphasis,  where  it  belonged,  on 
good  works.  Did  they  not  do  this,  he  declared  eloquently, 
“I  should  belye  my  own  opinion,  which  hath  always  been, 
that  a  virtuous  and  good  Turk,  or  heathen,  are  more  accept¬ 
able  in  the  sight  of  their  Creator,  than  a  vicious  and  wicked 
Christian,  tho’  his  faith  was  as  perfectly  orthodox  as  St. 
Paul’s  himself.”  The  bookseller  hurried  away  in  disgust,, 
remarking  that  opinions  like  that  would  be  cried  down  by 
both  clergy  and  people.  Nobody  cared  anything  about  the 
poverty  and  self-denial  of  the  early  church,  he  said,  while 
everybody  was  interested  in  a  doctrine  that  enabled  one  to 
substitute  faith  in  place  of  good  works.  Barnabas,  who 
took  part  in  the  discussion,  agreed  with  the  bookseller ;  on 
hearing  Adams  place  some  heathen  above  Christians,  he 
hurried  out  of  the  inn  lest  he  should  be  contaminated  by 
association  with  a  devil  who  had  crawled  into  the  cassock 
of  a  clergyman. 

A  little  later  Parson  Adams  had  experiences  with  another 
brother  of  the  cloth.  As  he  was  preparing  to  leave  an  ale¬ 
house  one  morning,  he  found  that  he  had  only  a  scant  six¬ 
pence  to  pay  the  reckoning,  which  amounted  to  seven 
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shillings,  for  himself,  Joseph,  and  Fanny.  In  his  perplexity 
he  called  on  Parson  Trulliber,  who  held  the  cure  of  the 
parish,  and  who,  he  thought,  would  gladly  help  a  poor 
brother  in  so  small  a  matter.  This  Mr.  Trulliber,  like  many 
another  rural  parson,  had  made  himself  snug  by  cultivating 
his  glebe,  keeping  a  dairy,  and  fattening  swine  for  the 
market.  As  Adams’s  cassock  was  concealed  beneath  his 
greatcoat,  Trulliber  took  him  at  first  for  a  man  come  to 
purchase  some  of  his  swine,  and  insisted  upon  an  imme¬ 
diate  visit  to  the  pens,  where  an  unsavoury  mishap  oc¬ 
curred.  The  interview,  however,  progressed  in  good 
humour  until  Adams  announced  the  business  of  his  “em¬ 
bassy,”  as  he  called  it.  He  told  Trulliber  that  he  would 
probably  be  able  to  repay  the  small  loan;  but  if  he  failed 
to  do  so,  it  would  be  laying  up  treasure  in  a  place  where 
neither  moth  nor  rust  doth  corrupt.  Thereupon  arose  a 
most  stormy  scene,  and  it  seemed  for  the  moment  as  if 
Trulliber  might  die  of  apoplexy.  He  rolled  his  eyes  from 
earth  to  heaven  and  then  back  again  to  earth.  With  Adams, 
the  injunction  to  lay  up  one’s  treasure  in  heaven  meant 
charity;  with  Trulliber  it  meant  merely  to  have  one’s  heart 
in  the  Scriptures,  where  his  had  always  been.  It  was  im¬ 
pertinent  for  one  clergyman  to  instruct  another  in  his  duty. 
Each  denouncing  the  other  as  not  a  Christian,  Adams  was 
driven  from  the  house  amid  cries  of  robbery  from  Trulliber 
and  his  wife.  In  the  end  Adams  was  relieved  of  his  dis¬ 
tress  by  a  poor  pedlar  who  gave  him  his  last  penny  and 
wished  that  it  had  been  more. 

These  are  but  two  of  many  episodes  in  which  Parson 
Adams  learned  the  dark  ways  of  the  world.  He  was  made 
aware  that  there  were  within  his  own  sacred  order  worse 
knaves  than  any  depicted  in  ancient  literature.  For  his 
further  enlightenment,  Fielding  brought  him  into  conflict 
with  the  Tow-wouses,  who  kept  the  Dragon  Inn,  with  a 
squire  and  a  company  of  jesters,  who  played  tricks  upon 
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him,  and  with  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who  came  near  com¬ 
mitting  him  to  jail  on  the  charge  of  ravishing  the  girl 
whom  he  had  rescued  from  that  fate.  Fielding  did  not  take 
Adams  to  London;  but  instead  of  that,  had  him  sit  up  all 
night  to  listen  to  the  story  of  Farmer  Wilson,  who  in  his 
younger  days  had  lived  through  all  the  dissipations  of  the 
town.  It  was  a  wonderful  night  of  story-telling  as  the  two 
men  and  Joseph  sat  by  the  fireside  of  the  comfortable 
farmhouse — Adams  often  replenishing  his  pipe  and  drink¬ 
ing  all  the  beer  that  was  set  before  him.  In  return  for  the 
parson’s  account  of  his  parishioners  and  for  a  glorious 
discourse  on  Greek  literature,  Mr.  Wilson  related  in  detail 
what  occurs  in  the  life  of  a  young  gentleman  who  goes  up  to 
London,  as  Fielding  had  done,  to  make  his  fortune  in  the 
Covent  Garden  district.  With  wonder,  groans,  and  exclama¬ 
tions — “Good  Lord!  What  wicked  times,  these  are?” — 
the  parson  listened  till  morning,  when  under  the  influence 
of  the  last  bottle  he  fell  into  a  reverie  from  which  he  awoke 
a  wiser  man. 

Before  the  parson  reached  home,  he  was  subjected  to  a 
good  deal  of  horse-play ;  he  was  run  down  by  hounds,  tied 
to  a  bedpost,  and  dipped  in  a  tub  of  water.  For  these  un¬ 
dignified  mischances,  which  carry  one  back  to  Scarron  and 
the  picaresque  novel,  Fielding  felt  it  necessary  to  apologize 
in  his  preface,  where  he  says  relative  to  the  character  of 
Adams:  “It  is  designed  a  character  of  perfect  simplicity; 
and  as  the  goodness  of  his  heart  will  recommend  him  to 
the  good-natur’d ;  so  I  hope  it  will  excuse  me  to  the  gentle¬ 
men  of  his  cloth ;  for  whom,  while  they  are  worthy  of  their 
sacred  order,  no  man  can  possibly  have  a  greater  respect. 
They  will  therefore  excuse  me,  notwithstanding  the  low 
adventures  in  which  he  is  engaged,  that  I  have  made  him 
a  clergyman ;  since  no  other  office  could  have  given  him  so 
many  opportunities  of  displaying  his  worthy  inclinations.” 
This  is  a  fair  statement.  Fielding  endowed  Parson  Adams 

330 


JOSEPH  ANDREWS 

with  the  choicest  qualities  of  head  and  heart,  giving  him 
at  the  same  time  a  blind  side  to  keep  him  human.  From 
all  encounters  the  parson  comes  off  triumphant.  There  was 
nothing  which  Fielding  really  detested  more  than  that 
diversion  called  “roasting,”  notwithstanding  its  vogue 
with  country  squires  and  the  polite  part  of  the  world. 
Whenever  he  was  in  a  company  where  jesters  attempted  to 
play  off  a  good  but  eccentric  character,  it  was  his  custom, 
as  related  in  “The  Champion”  and  elsewhere,  to  turn  the 
current  of  laughter  back  upon  the  wits  with  redoubled 
force.  So  it  was  in  “Joseph  Andrews.”  The  reader’s 
sympathies  are  never  drawn  away  from  Parson  Adams. 
He  is  always  on  the  right  side,  always  weighty  in  his 
opinions,  always  a  gentleman.  All  attempts  to  make  sport 
of  him. eventually  fail-  “I  defy,”  said  Fielding,  speaking 
through  Joseph  Andrews,  “the  wisest  man  in  the  world  to 
turn  a  true  good  action  into  ridicule.”  Some  of  the  char¬ 
acters  in  the  novel  tried  this  and  earned  for  themselves 
only  ridicule  or  contempt;  for  Fielding  always,  either 
directly  or  through  Parson  Adams,  exposed  them  ruth¬ 
lessly.  In  “Joseph  Andrews”  more  perhaps  than  in  “Don 
Quixote,  ”  it  is  the  man  practised  in  the  ways  of  the  world, 
not  the  idealist,  who  is  satirized.  Adams  remains  to  the 
end  one  of  the  glories  of  human  nature.  His  experience 
on  the  road  in  no  wise  altered  his  views  on  what  men  should 
hejjhnt.  it  enlarged  his  knowledge  on  what  they  actually 
are.  In  one  respect  only  did  Fielding  let  him  become 
contaminated  by  the  world.  Mr.  Booby  persuaded  the 
good  parson  to  accept,  while  retaining  his  old  curacy,  a 
living  in  a  neighbouring  parish  worth  £130  a  year.  With 
a  laugh  in  his  sleeve,  Fielding  thus  left  Parson  Adams  to 
enjoy  the  fruits  of  a  small  pluralist. 

II 

Lying  behind  Parson  Adams  and  most  characters  in 
“Joseph  Andrews”  is  a  definite  theory  of  humour,  which 
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Fielding,  as  may  be  seen  from  several  of  his  articles  in 
“The  Champion,”  had  been  working  out  for  himself  from 
the  examples  of  his  great  predecessors  and  from  various 
disquisitions  that  had  got  into  literature  on  the  source  and 
the  nature  of  the  ridiculous.  Neither  of  his  compeers — 
Lucian  and  Cervantes — had  proclaimed  a  theory  of  humour, 
but  both  showed  by  incidental  remarks  that  they  proceeded 
on  lines  clearly  defined  for  themselves  if  not  for  the  public. 
At  the  outset  of  “A  True  Story” — a  burlesque  of  the 
marvellous  tales  and  adventures  related  by  Homer  and 
Herodotus — Lucian  said  in  substance  that  he  had  a  plan, 
but  that  he  would  leave  it  to  be  divined  by  his  readers, 
except  for  the  clue  that  they  should  look  everywhere  for 
parodies  on  the  old  poets,  historians,  and  philosophers. 
That  skill  in  parody,  in  union  with  an  assumed  gravity, 
which  one  sees  in  “Joseph  Andrews,”  was  an  art  or 
manner  learned  from  Lucian.  It  is  a  kind  of  parody  which, 
though  often  direct,  is  never  crude;  and  at  its  best  defies 
analysis,  for  it  is  inherent  in  the  mood  and  attitude  of  the 
author.  If  Cervantes  had  laid  down  a  theory  of  humour, 
just  hinted  at  in  his  preface  to  the  first  part  of  “Don 
Quixote,”  it  probably  would  have  been  in  agreement  with 
the  observation  of  Schopenhauer  that  the  conduct  of  Don 
Quixote  becomes  humorous  because  the  knight  “subsumes 
the  realities  he  encounters  under  conceptions  drawn  from 
the  romances  of  chivalry,  from  which  they  are  very  differ¬ 
ent.”*  That  is,  the  humour  of  “Don  Quixote”  lies  in  the 
incongruity  between  things  as  they  appear  to  the  general 
run  of  men  and  as  they  appear  to  a  man  who  derives  his 
knowledge  of  the  world  mostly  from  books.  This  is  in 
accord  with  Bergson  also.  The  French  philosopher,  it  is 
well  known,  finds  the  essence  of  humour  in  a  certain  rigidity 
of  thought  and  action  resulting  from  absent-mindedness. 

*  ‘  ‘  The  World  as  Will  and  Idea,  ’  ’  as  trans.  by  Haldane  and  Kemp,  Boston, 
1887,  II,  278. 
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That,  in  his  view,  is  the  supreme  spurce  of  the  comic.  Don 
Quixote  is  systematically  absent-minded.  Throughout  his 
adventures,  his  mind  is  on  the  romances  of  chivalry  with 
which  the  business  in  hand  is  always  coloured.  Fielding 
had  divined  the  character  of  Don  Quixote,  when  he  created, 
as  a  rival  to  the  Spanish  knight,  Parson  Adams  living 
among  the  ancients  as  if  they  were  his  contemporaries. 
He  deepened  and  varied  this  absent-mindedness,  and 
humanized  it  to  the  point  of  forgetfulness.  Like  Cervantes, 
he  let  two  worlds  collide  for  the  amusement  and  instruction 
of  mankind. 

In  the  process,  Fielding  quite  naturally  considered  what 
qualities,  characteristics,  and  actions  are  legitimate  objects 
of  ridicule.  On  this  question  he  read  what  had  been  written 
by  critics  and  moralists — by  Aristotle,  Cicero,  the  Earl  of 
Shaftesbury,  and  the  Abbe  Bellegarde,  who  had  published 
a  treatise  entitled  “Reflexions  sur  le  Ridicule”;  but  he  was 
surprised  to  discover  that  their  definitions  of  what  con¬ 
stitutes  the  ridiculous  were  mainly  negative.  Aristotle 
remarked  that  villainy  is  not  a  proper  object  of  ridicule, 
but  nowhere  postively  asserted  what  is  the  proper  object. 
Later  writers — Cicero,  for  instance — described  many 
species  of  the  ridiculous,  but  none  traced  it  to  its  fountain. 
In  agreement  with  Aristotle  and  Cicero,  Fielding  held  that 
all  attempts  to  ridicule  villainy  were  bound  to  fail,  since 
the  natural  emotion  awakened  by  great  vices  is  abhorrence. 
He  likewise  agreed  with  Shaftesbury  that  a  writer  who 
understands  his  business  will  never  think  of  ridiculing  great 
qualities  of  head  and  heart,  for  the  natural  emotions  awak¬ 
ened  by  these  qualities  are  admiration  and  love.  Indeed, 
when  Fielding  declared  that  he  defied  “the  wisest  man  in 
the  world  to  turn  a  good  action  into  ridicule,  ”  he  was  hardly 
morp  than  repeating — I  wonder  whether  he  knew  it — a 
sentence  from  Shaftesbury,  who  said  “One  may  defy  the 
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world  to  turn  real  bravery  or  generosity  into  ridicule.”* 
Moreover,  Fielding  would  ordinarily,  though  not  always, 
exclude  from  ridicule  misfortunes,  poverty,  ugliness,  and 
all  physical  deformities,  inasmuch  as  they  should  call  forth 
our  pity. 

As  soon  as  he  thus  clearly  saw  that  the  border  line  be¬ 
tween  the  serious  and  the  ridiculous  is  neither  fixed  nor 
straight,  he  was  face  to  face  with  an  unsolved  problem. 
Thereupon  his  reflections  turned  to  the  practice,  some¬ 
times  conscious,  sometimes  unconscious,  of  English  comedy 
since  Ben  Jonson;  wherein  the  characters  are  strongly 
marked. by  some  “humour,”  as  it  was  called — that  is,  by 
some  trait,  notion,  idiosyncrasy,  or  mere  affectation  which 
by  the  consent  of  everybody  exposes  them  to  ridicule.  By 
Fielding’s  time,  opinion  had  become  settled  that  affecta¬ 
tions  were  the  source  of  ridicule,  that  humour  consisted  in 
portraying  them.  So  Steele  said;  so  Lord  Chesterfield  said. 
Fielding  did  not  dispute  the  common  view ;  in  fact,  he  may 
have  written  the  anonymous  essays  on  wit  and  humour  in 
“Common  Sense”  which  have  been  attributed  to  Lord 
Chesterfield.f  But  when  he  came  to  write  “Joseph 
Andrews  ’  ’  and  its  preface,  he  saw  the  need  of  tracing  back 
further  the  affectations.  Humour,  it  is  true,  has  its  source 
in  affectation;  but  what  is  the  source  of  affectation?  The 
novelist  answered  his  question  by  saying : 

“Affectation  proceeds  from  one  of  these  two  Causes; 
Vanity,  or  Hypocrisy:  for  as  Vanity  puts  us  on  affecting 
false  Characters,  in  order  to  purchase  Applause;  so 
Hypocrisy  sets  us  on  an  Endeavour  to  avoid  Censure  by 
concealing  our  Vices  under  an  Appearance  of  their  opposite 
Virtues.  And  tho’  these  two  Causes  are  often  confounded, 

*  “Essay  on  Wit  and  Humour,”  in  “ Characfceristieks, ”  1714,  I,  129. 

t  The  essentials  of  the  theory  of  humour  which  Fielding  held,  are  stated 
and  illustrated  in  the  leading  articles  of  “Common  Sense”  for  Sept.  3  and 
10,  1737.  Fielding  either  wrote  these  articles  or  appropriated  in  the  preface 
to  “Joseph  Andrews”  the  ideas  which  they  contain. 
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(for  they  require  some  Difficulty  in  distinguishing;)  yet,  as 
they  proceed  from  very  different  Motives,  so  they  are  as 
clearly  distinct  in  their  Operations :  for  indeed,  the  Affec¬ 
tation  which  arises  from  Vanity  is  nearer  to  Truth  than 
the  other;  as  it  hath  not  that  violent  Repugnancy  of  Nature 
to  struggle  with,  which  that  of  the  Hypocrite  hath.  It  may 
be  likewise  noted,  that  Affectation  doth  not  imply  an  abso¬ 
lute  Negation  of  those  qualities  which  are  affected:  and 
therefore,  tho’,  when  it  proceeds  from  Hypocrisy,  it  be 
nearly  allied  to  Deceit ;  yet  when  it  comes  from  Vanity  only, 
it  partakes  of  the  Nature  of  Ostentation:  for  instance,  the 
Affectation  of  Liberality  in  a  vain  Man,  differs  visibly  from 
the  same  Affectation  in  the  Avaricious;  for  tho’  the  vain 
Man  is  not  what  he  would  appear,  or  hath  not  the  Virtue 
he  affects,  to  the  degree  he  would  he  thought  to  have  it ;  yet 
it  sits  less  awkwardly  on  him  than  on  the  avaricious  Man, 
who  is  the  very  Reverse  of  what  he  would  seem  to  he.” 

‘‘From  the  discovery  of  this  affectation,”  Fielding  held, 
“arises  the  ridiculous — which  always  strikes  the  reader 
•with  surprize  and  pleasure.  ”  It  is  accordingly  the  province 
of  the  humorist  to  show  that  the  vain  man  is  deficient  in 
the  quality  he  professes  to  have,  and  that  the  hypocrite  is 
the  exact  opposite  of  what  he  sets  himself  up  to  he.  This 
process  of  unmasking,  Fielding  would  say,  not  only  gives 
delight  to  the  spectator,  but  may  induce  him  to  correct 
similar  faults  in  his  own  character  and  so  do  him  as  much 
good  as  a  bishop’s  sermon.  Reflections  like  these  led 
Fielding  to  return  to  the  point  whence  he  set  out  and  to 
inquire  a  little  further  into  the  question  whether  mis¬ 
fortunes  or  the  imperfections  of  nature  have  any  legitimate 
part  in  ridicule.  His  conclusion  was  that  they  must  be 
avoided  by  the  humorist  unless  there  be  some  affectation 
involved  in  them.  For  example,  ugliness  and  lameness 
move  the  compassion  of  all  good  men ;  but  nobody  can  with¬ 
hold  his  mirth  when  he  sees  an  ugly  man  aiming  at  the 
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applause  of  beauty,  or  a  lame  one  endeavouring  to  display 
agility.  On  the  other  hand,  Fielding  could  never  bring 
himself  to  deal  lightly  with  the  blacker  vices  though  they 
were  affected;  and  yet,  he  said,  “it  is  very  difficult  to  pursue 
a  series  of  human  actions  and  keep  clear  from  them.”  His 
solution  was  to  represent  the  vices  that  were  necessarily 
introduced  into  his  novel  as  “rather  the  accidental  con¬ 
sequences  of  some  human  frailty,  or  foible,  than  causes 
habitually  existing  in  the  mind,”  and  never  to  set  them 
forth  as  the  “objects  of  ridicule  but  detestation.” 

On  this  theory  of  humour,  Fielding  claimed,  not  with  full 
seriousness  perhaps,  to  have  built  his  “Joseph  Andrews.” 
Though  differently  expressed,  the  theory  is  essentially  in 
harmony  with  what  Cervantes,  as  explained  by  Schopen¬ 
hauer,  had  in  mind  when  he  wrote  “Don  Quixote.”  Both 
sought  humour  in  the  incongruities  of  speech  and  conduct. 
The  characters  in- “Joseph  Andrews”  for  the  most  part 
move  in  half  lights,  tjieir  vision  blinded  by  some  affecta¬ 
tion.  They  are  bent  upon  transforming  themselves  from 
what  nature  intended  them  into  something  else,  as  it  were 
for  a  masquerade,  wherein  they  go  through  the  dances,  each 
unknown  to  another;  but  in  the  end  they  all  betray  them¬ 
selves  through  some  incident  or  remark  when  they  are  taken 
off  their  guard.  Parson  Adams,' who  has  all  the  time  sup¬ 
posed  the  masques  to  be  real  faces,  looks  on  in  wonder  at 
the  unmasking,  while  everybody  else,  suspecting  that  some¬ 
thing  of  the  kind  would  occur,  laughs  or  smiles. 

In  some  cases  there  is  little  or  no  disguise.  Joseph  and 
Fanny  become  humorous  only  from  the  violent  manifesta¬ 
tions  now  and  then  of  their  excessive  love,  as  in  the  scene 

K  i  ' 

where  for  the  moment  it  seems  as  if  they  were  brother  and 
-  sister  and  so  cannot  marry.  In  like  manner  Parson  Adams 
.  has  no  fault,  in  the  moral  meaning  of  this  word,  except  the 
harmless  vanity  of  a  learned  man  inclined  to  quote  his  Greek 
\  authors  or  to  preach  a  sermon  at  unseasonable  times ;  but 
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even  then  his  fine  qualities  always  come  to  the  front; 
whenever  his  masque  is  removed,  nothing  is  discovered  but 
unalterable  goodness.  When,  for  example,  Joseph  fears 
that  he  may  lose  Fanny  by  an  ill  turn  of  fortune,  Parson 
Adams  admonishes  the  young  man  to  submit  himself  in 
peace  and  contentment  to  the  will  of  heaven.  “You  are  too 
much  inclined  to  passion,  child,”  he  tells  him,  “and  have 
set  your  affections  so  absolutely  on  this  young  woman,  that 
if  Gr —  required  her  at  your  hands,  I  fear  you  would  reluc¬ 
tantly  part  with  her.”  Hardly  had  he  uttered  his  rebuke 
of  Joseph’s  impatience,  before  it  was  reported  to  the  parson 
(by  mistake,  of  course)  that  his  youngest  son  Dick  had  just 
fallen  into  the  river  and  been  drowned.  At  first  struck 
dumb  by  the  news,  the  parson  soon  burst  out  in  loud 
lamentation  over  the  supposed  death  of  his  dearest  child 
— “my  little  prattler,  the  darling  and  comfort  of  my  old 
age — the  little  wretch  to  be  snatched  out  of  life  just  p,t  his 
entrance  into  it;  the  sweetest,  best-temper ’d  boy,  who  never 
did  a  thing  to  offend  me.  It  was  but  this  morning  I  gave 
him  his  first  lesson  in  Quae  Genus”— a  chapter  in  the  Eton 
grammar.  In  this  way  Fielding  often  found  it  necessary 
to  call  Parson  Adams  back  to  the  natural  human  affections 
which  no  speculations  on  life  and  death  can  ever  suppress. 
The  humour  arising  here  from  absent-mindedness,  in  the 
'  Bergsonian  sense  of  the  word,  only  makes  Parson  Adams 
more  lovable  than  ever.  All  good  qualities,  Fielding  ad¬ 
mitted  in  practice  if  not  in  theory,  are  heightened  by  asso¬ 
ciation  with  some  weakness,  provided  it  does  not  become 
a  grave  fault.  The  dash  of  vanity  that  he  gave  to  Parson 
Adams,  in  addition  to  his  absent-mindedness,  was  the 
supreme  touch  in  that  humorous  creation. 

Of  the  vices,  Fielding  felt  most  at  home  with  avarice, 
which,  notwithstanding  the  views  he  expressed  on  the 
ridiculous,  he  had  contrived  to  treat  very  humorously  in 
“The  Miser” — a  comedy  then  performed  at  the  London 
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theatres  many  times  every  year.  This  vice,  originating  in 
a  laudable  desire  to  make  one’s  self  comfortable  in  the  latter 
days  of  life,  has  long  been  regarded  as  fair  game  for  the 
comic  writer.  Besides  many  others,  there  were  Plautus  and 
Moliere,  on  whose  “Aulularia”  and  “L’Avare,”  Fielding, 
to  say  the  truth,  had'  drawn  freely  in  composing  his  own 
comedy.  Of  the  two  misers  in  “ Joseph  Andrews” — Par¬ 
son  Trulliber  and  Peter  Pouncp — Fielding  is  rather  more 
successful  with  the  latter,  in  ~whom  is'  united  a  lust  for 
gold  and  an  ineffectual  lust  for  young  women.  Peter  is 
Lady  Booby’s  unjust  steward  who  has  amassed  a  large 
fortune  in  land  through  concealed  dishonesty  and  extor¬ 
tionate  usury.  Out  of  this  reprobate,  Fielding  gets  much 
humour  by  contrasting  his  pretensions  with  the  real  man, 
and  by  displaying  the  curious  ways  in  which  his  mind 
works.  If  anybody  calls  him  rich,  he  denies  the  compli¬ 
ment,  fearing  that  it  may  be  but  preliminary  to  a  request 
that  he  unloose  his  purse-strings.  If  anybody  questions 
his  wealth,  he  becomes  enraged  and  boasts  of  his  great 
accumulations.  A  memorable  conversation  takes  place 
between  him  and  Parson  Adams  while  the  two  are  jogging 
along  in  the  coach  towards  Lady  Booby’s  parish.  The 
subject  turns  to  charity,  a  word  which,  as  usually  under¬ 
stood,  Peter  most  disliked  of  all  the  words  in  the  English 
language.  In  the  hope  of  a  new  definition,  Pounce  asks 
Adams  what  his  notions  are  of  this  so-called  virtue  which, 
parsons  keep  repeating,  is  enjoined  by  the  Scriptures. 

“  ‘Sir,’  said  Adams,  ‘my  Definition  of  Charity  is  a  gen¬ 
erous  Disposition  to  relieve  the  Distressed.’  ‘There  is 
something  in  that  Definition,’  answered  Peter,  ‘which  I 
like  well  enough ;  it  is,  as  you  say,  a  Disposition — and  does 
not  so-  much  consist  in  the  Act  as  in  the  Disposition  to  do 
it;  but  alas,  Mr.  Adams,  Who  are  meant  by  the  Distressed! 
Believe  me,  the  Distresses  of  Mankind  are  mostly  imagi¬ 
nary,  and  it  would  be  rather  Folly  than  Goodness  to  relieve 
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them.’  ‘Sure,  Sir,’  replied  Adaips,  ‘Hunger  and  Thirst, 
Cold  and  Nakedness,  and  other  Distresses  which  attend  the 
Poor,  can  never  be  said  to  be  imaginary  Evils.’  ‘How 
can  any  Man  complain  of  Hunger,’  said  Peter,  ‘in  a 
Country  where  such  excellent  Sallads  are  to  be  gathered 
in  almost  every  Field?  or  of  Thirst,  where  every  River  and 
Stream  produces  such  delicious  Potations?  And  as  for 
Cold  and  Nakedness,  they  are  Evils  introduced  by  Luxury 
and  Custom.  A  Man  naturally  wants  Clothes  no  more  than 
a  Horse  or  any  other  Animal,  and  there  are  whole  Nations 
who  go  without  them.’  ” 

Unable  to  endure  these  sentiments  which  quickly  ran  into 
insults  to  the  cloth,  Parson  Adams  leaped  from  the  coach 
and  pursued  the  rest  of  the  way  on  foot.  So  abrupt  was 
his  departure  that  he  forgot  to  take  his  hat,  which  Peter 
threw  after  him  with  great  violence.  This  surely  is  a  comic 
presentation  of  avarice. 

But  Fielding  always  found  rather  difficult  a  positive  vice 
which  had  become  ingrained.  He  rather  excelled  in  his 
portraits  of  people  in  whom  the  common  virtues  have  suf¬ 
fered  considerably  from  want  of  exercise — of  people  whom 
the  world  has  rendered  selfish  instead  of  kind  and  generous. 
They  are  not  outright  bad,  but  any  good  qualities  which 
they  may  have  can  hardly  be  awakened  except  by  an  appeal 
to  selfish  motivesATnto  their  composition  goes  vanity  but 
far  more  hypocrisy.  Of  this  kind  is  (pdrs.  Slipslop)  the 
daughter  of  a  country  curate,  and  now  waiting-maid  to  Lady 
Booby.  As  ignorant  as  she  is  vulgar,  the  woman  thinks 
that  her  birth  entitles  her  to  be  consulted  on  all  affairs  of 
Lady  Booby’s  household  and  parish.  Her  imagined  im¬ 
portance  leads  her  to  affect  the  use  of  hard  words  which, 
deceived  by  sound,  she  invariably  gets  wrong.  One  of  her; 
favourite- topics  of  discussion  with  Parson  Adams  is  on  the 
“insense,”  as  she  terms  it,  of  matter.  She  is  the  character 
in  which  Fielding  developed  farthest  the  comic  in  words. 
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Sheridan  turned  her  into  Mrs.  Malaprop,  and  perhaps  she 
is  more  suited  to  the  drama  than  to  the  novel.  Owing  to  a 
small  slip  that  she  made  in  her  youth,  she  remains  chaste 
thereafter  until  she  reaches  middle  life,  when  she  decides 
that  it  will  be  safe  to  make  amends  for  her  long  self-denial; 
But  of  her  fruitless  endeavours  it  is  unnecessary  to  write 
here. 

The  class  of  not  very  harmful  hypocrites  to  which  Mrs. 
Slipslop  belongs,  is  represented  with  very  great  humour  by 
those  passengers  in  the  coach  which  is  brought  to  a  halt  by 
the  cries  of  Joseph  as  he  lies  robbed,  naked,  and  bleeding 
.in  the  ditch.  Nobody  wants  to  take  him  in,  and  the  pos¬ 
tillion  is  reprimanded  by  the  coachman  for  stopping  the 
horses  “as  we  are  confounded  late.”  Joseph  would  have 
been  left  there  to  die,  had  it  not  been  for  a  lawyer  in  the 
party  who,  though  he  wished  as  much  as  any  that  they  had 
passed  by  without  notice,  feared  that  it  would  not  now  be 
safe  to  do  so,  for  he  knew  cases  in  the  books  where  innocent 
men  last  in  the  company  of  a  murdered  man  were  held  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  crime.  “He  therefore  thought  it  advis¬ 
able  to  save  the  poor  creature’s  life,  for  their  own  sakes, 
if  possible.”  A  prude  protests  against  Joseph’s  being 
lifted  into  the  coach  until  he  is  properly  dressed,  though 
she  is  all  the  while  looking  at  him  through  the  sticks  of  her 
fan.  Seeing  the  poor  boy  shivering  with  cold,  a  wit  sug¬ 
gests  that  she  accommodate  him  with  a  dram — a  request 
that  she  resents,  for  she  never  tasted  such  a  thing.  A  little 
later  it  turns  out  that  she  has  about  her  a  small  silver  bottle 
containing  some  excellent  Nantes,  which  her  maid  had  put 
up  for  her  by  mistake  instead  of  Hungary  water.  Neither 
the  coachman  nor  the  passengers  can  spare  a  coat  to  cover 
J oseph,  for  they  are  themselves  cold  or  else  fear  damage  to 
their  clothing  from  the  blood  of  a  wounded  man.  “It  is 
more  than  probable,”  remarks  Fielding,  “poor  Joseph  .  .  . 
must  have  perished,  unless  the  postillion,  (a  lad  who  hath 
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been  since  transported  for  robbing  a  hen-roost)  had  volun¬ 
tarily  stript  off  a  great  coat,  his  only  garment,  at  the  same 
time  swearing  a  great  oath,  (for  which  he  was  rebuked  by 
the  passengers)  ‘that  he  would  rather  ride  in  his  shirt  all 
his  life,  than  suffer  a  fellow-creature  to  lie  in  so  miserable  a 
condition.’  ” 

“A  comic  writer,”  Fielding  concluded,  “should  of  all 
others  be  the  least  excused  for  deviating  from  nature,  since 
.  .  .  life  every  where  furnishes  an  accurate  observer  with 
the  ridiculous”;  whereas  “it  may  not  be  always  so  easy  for 
a  serious  poet  to  meet  with  the  great  and  the  admirable.” 
And  of  his  “Joseph  Andrews,”  he  added  that  it  contained 
“scarce  a  character  or  action”  which  he  had  not  taken 
from  his  “own  observations  and  experience.”  These  state¬ 
ments  are  perfectly  just.  It  might  be  expected  that  a 
novelist  having  an  elaborate  theory  of  the  ridiculous,  more 
or  less  true,  would  do  little  more  than  illustrate  it  in  the 
plot  and  characters  of  his  book ;  that  the  outcome  would 
be  at  best  only  a  distorted  or  one-sided  view  of  men  and 
their  conduct.  But  for  Fielding  a  wide  and  intimate  ac¬ 
quaintance  with  real  life  acted  as  a  corrective.  With  him 
the  imaginative  faculty  worked  in  the  main,  not  from  theory' 
to  observation,  but  from  observation  to  theory.  Certainly 
whatever  he  took  over  into  his  art,  he  first  tested  by  per-' 
sonal  experience.  He  rejected  as  well  as  accepted.  No  one 
would  say  that  Fielding  arrived  at  a  full  and  complete 
explanation  of  what  humour  is.  There  are  elements  in  the 
problem  that  have  baffled  philosophers  all  the  way  from 
Aristotle  to  Bergson.  But  Fielding’s  notions  were  sound 
enough  so  far  as  they  went;  and  when  they  failed  him,  he 
disregarded  them,  as  a  wise  man  should,  and  followed  the 
natural  bent  of  his  genius,  which  was  certain  to  lead  him 
aright.  A  situation,  character,  act,  or  gesture  that  ap¬ 
peared  comic  to  him,  he  might  be  sure  would  appear  comic 
to  others  also. 
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Furthermore,  wherever  there  is  involved  in  his  novel 
some  hint  or  suggestion  for  his  scene  derived  from  Mari¬ 
vaux  or  Cervantes,  no  foreign  note  is  ever  struck;  there  is 
no  transference  of  French  or  Spanish  manners  to  his  pages. 
Perhaps  one  might  say  that  Parson  Adams  on  horseback  is 
a  very  close  parallel  to  Don  Quixote  on  Rosinante;  that 
both  meet  with  comical  adventures  at  inns,  alehouses,  and 
elsewhere  on  the  road.  This  would  all  be  true.  Cervantes 
gave  Fielding  a  plan  for  organizing  his  adventures.  And 
yet  there  is  nothing  Spanish  in  “Joseph  Andrews.”  The 
novel  is  thoroughly  English  in  colour,  motive,  and  character. 
In  1740,  parsons  and  country  squires  often  made  the  jour¬ 
ney  to  London  on  horseback.  If  their  families  accompanied 
them,  they  travelled  by  coach — either  in  their  own  chariots, 
as  they  called  them,  or  in  the  public  conveyances.  The 
poor,  of  course,  went  on  foot.  As  in  Chaucer’s  day,  there 
were  inns  at  the  usual  stopping-places  for  dinner  and 
lodging,  and  alehouses  were  scattered  all  along  the  route. 
These  alehouses,  “The  Gentleman’s  Magazine”*  com¬ 
plained,  were  “the  nurseries  and  sanctuaries  of  highway¬ 
men,  footpads,  pickpockets,  gypsies,  and  strolling  beggars ; 
and  all  sorts  of  rogues  and  villains,  which  like  state  vermin 
prey  upon  the  public.  ’  ’  That  is  exactly  the  background  of 
“Joseph  Andrews.” 

Of  the  road  Fielding  wrote  as  if  merely  in  memory  of 
what  he  had  actually  seen.  If  he  recalled  the  sign  of  an 
inn — a  lion  or  a  dragon — he  gave  it ;  if  the  sign  had  slipped 
from  memory,  the  inn  remained  forever  nameless.  Like¬ 
wise  only  a  few  of  the  many  characters  are  endowed  with 
English  surnames — none  outside  t-he  Adams,  Andrews,  and 
Wilson  families.  For  two  of  these  names,  as  well  as  for 
several  in  “Tom  Jones,”  it  was  once  pointed  out,f  Fielding 
had  recourse  to  the  list  of  subscribers  appended  to  Bishop 

*  September,  1736,  VI,  537-538. 

t  “Notes  and  Queries,”  9  S.  II,  426  (Nov.  26,  1898). 
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Burnet’s  ‘‘History  of  his  Own  Times,”  a  copy  of  which,  I 
may  add,  was  in  his  library.  There  he  found,  it  is  said, 
“Joseph  Andrews,  Esq.”  There,  too,  was  “Abraham 
Adams,  Esq.,”  who  became  in  1731  a  director  of  the  East 
India  Company.*  These  may  be,  however,  only  coin¬ 
cidences,  for  they  are  common  names,  and  the  former  is  the 
only  apt  name  that  could  be  given  to  a  virtuous  brother  of 
Pamela  Andrews.  Still,  one  wonders  how  well-known  gen¬ 
tlemen,  if  they  were  living  in  1742,  liked  the  sight  of  their 
names  in  a  novel  for  a  lady’s  footman  and  an  absent-minded 
parson.  But  to  drop  a  fruitless  speculation,  Fielding 
usually  either  invented  facetious  names  for  his  characters 
or  left  them  without  any  at  all.  Names  like  Tow-wouse 
and  Slipslop  were  chosen  primarily  to  indicate  the  char¬ 
acteristic  of  the  wearer.  This  was  a  practice  long  sanc¬ 
tioned  by  English  comedy.  A  sobriquet  might  serve  also 
as  a  disguise  for  someone  whom  Fielding  did  not  wish  to 
call  by  his  real  name ;  or  it  might  be  employed  because  he 
did  not  remember  the  name  of  the  person  whom  he  was 
describing,  if  indeed  he  ever  knew  it.  One  justice  of  the 
peace  is  only  “a  justice,”  while  another  is  “Justice 
Frolic”;  a^  constable  who  lets  a  robber  escape  is  “Tom 
Suckbribe”;  one  lawyer  is  merely  “a  lawyer,”  while 
another  becomes  “James  Scout.”  In  these  and  many  simi¬ 
lar  cases  Fielding  was  apparently  giving  so  much  as  he 
knew  of  people  whom  he  had  come  into  contact  with.  If  an 
appropriate  name  for  the  character  occurred  to  him,  he 
applied  it;  otherwise  he  let  him  play  his  part  without  one. 

And  what  has  been  said  of  the  characters  in  the  novel 
might  be  said  with  equal  truth  of  the  incidents.  They 
all  have  the  appearance  of  coming  from  memory.  The 
incident  that  seems  now  most  improbable  is  the  exchange 
of  Joseph  and  Fanny  in  the  cradle.  But  if  one  considers 
the  state  of  society  in  1740,  there  is  nothing  fantastic  about 

*  ‘ ‘ The  Grub-street  Journal,”  April  29,  1731. 

343 


THE  HISTORY  OF  HENRY  FIELDING 

that.  According  to  the  newspapers,  it  was  a  common  crime 
for  gypsies  to  steal  children  in  order  to  recruit  their  hands 
or  to  dispose  of  them  to  the  best  advantage  as  servants  to 
the  gentry.  Test  “Joseph  Andrews”  wherever  yon  will, 
and  yon  come  face  to  face  with  real  life. 

Of  course,  no  comic  writer  ever  reproduces  exactly  what 
has  come  within  his  experience.  His  art  requires  for  its' 
effect  emphasis  on  traits  of  character  and  some  embroidery' 
of  incident.  No  man  was  ever  so  absent-minded  as  Parson 
Adams;  no  man  in  the  course  of  a  fortnight  ever  went 
through  so  many  misadventures  in  consequence  of  this 
weakness.  No  woman  within  the  same  period  ever  made  so 
many  blunders  as  Mrs.  Slipslop  in  the  use  of  high-sounding 
words.  The  point  I  wish  to  make  is  that  in  delineating 
Adams,  Slipslop,  and  other  characters  in  his  novel,  Field¬ 
ing  kept  his  mind  upon  men  and  women  of  his  acquaintance 
who  possessed  in  a  marked  degree  the  humorous  qualities 
that  he  developed  and  elaborated.  Aware  of  this  character¬ 
istic  of  his  art,  he  protested  in  his  preface  that  he  had  “no 
intention  to  vilify  or  asperse  any  one.”  “I  have  used,”  he 
said  there,  “the  utmost  care  to  obscure  the  persons  by  such 
different  circumstances,  degrees,  and  colours,  that  it  will  be 
impossible  to  guess  at  them  with  any  degree  of  certainty; 
and  if  it  ever  happens  otherwise,  it  is  only  where  the  failure 
characterized  is  so  minute,  that  it  is  a  foible  only  which  the 
party  himself  may  laugh  at  as  well  as  any  other.  ’  ’ 

Notwithstanding  the  caveat,  the  curious  at  once  began  to 
uncover  his  characters.  “Parson  Young,”  wrote  Richard¬ 
son  in  1752,  “sat  for  Fielding’s  Parson  Adams,  a  man  he 
knew,  and  only  made  a  little  more  absurd  than  he  is  known 
to  be.”*  This  had  been  the  general  opinion  ever  since  the 
novel  appeared.  The  man  to  whom  Richardson  referred 
was  the  Rev.  William  Young  whom  Fielding  knew  in  the 
West.  Born  at  Hannington,  a  parish  and  village  of  North 

*  A.  L.  Barbauld,  ‘  ‘  Correspondence  of  Richardson,  ’  ’  IV,  60. 
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Wiltshire,  Young  matriculated  at  St.  John’s  College,  Ox¬ 
ford,  on  July  15,  1727,  when  he  was  twenty-five  years  old. 
Before  this-time  he  had  kept  a  school  at  Romsey,  a  market 
town  on  the  way  between  Southampton  and  Salisbury ;  and 
after  leaving  Oxford  he  was  appointed  curate  of  Fielding’s 
parish  at  East  Stour,  where  he  remained,  though  living 
at  Gillingham,  for  nine  years,  from  1731  to  1740.  It  was, 
of  course,  at  East  Stour  that  the  two  men  met,  and  be¬ 
came  so  fast  friends  that  when  Fielding  left  the  parish  for 
good,  the  parson  followed  him  to  London  and  joined  with 
him  in  projects  for  translations  of  Aristophanes  and 
Lucian.  It  is  probable,  too,  that  Young  collaborated  with 
Fielding  in  other  miscellaneous  work;  but  of  this  there  is 
less  direct  evidence.  As  already  noticed,  he  was  with 
Fielding  when  the  copyright  in  “Joseph  Andrews”  was 
assigned  to  Millar  and  he  put  his  name  to  the  agreement 
as  one  of  the  witnesses. 

The  tradition  that  Parson  Young  was  the  original  of 
Parson  Adams  has  doubtless  been  adorned  with  several 
tales  in  part  apocryphal.  As  an  example  of  Young’s 
absent-mindedness,  it  has  been  related,  for  instance,  that 
the  parson,  while  serving  as  chaplain  in  one  of  Marl¬ 
borough’s  regiments  in  Flanders,  strayed  away,  during  a 
fit  of  reverie,  into  the  camp  of  the  enemy.  “The  officer, 
who  commanded,”  we  are  informed  by  Murphy,  “.  .  . 
seeing  an  innate  goodness  in  his  prisoner  .  .  .  very  politely 
gave  him  leave  to  pursue  his  contemplations  home  again.” 
This  story,  which  had  the  authority  of  “  a  gentleman  ’  ’  who 
was  in  the  wars  at  the  same  time,  cannot  be  true  in  all  par¬ 
ticulars;  for  when  Marlborough  was  relieved  of  his  com¬ 
mand  in  the  Netherlands,  William  Young  was  but  a  boy 
nine  or  ten  years  old.  At  a  later  time  he  was,  however, 
chaplain  to  Major-General  Lascelles’s  Regiment  of  Foot, 
and  so  may  have  been  on  the  Continent  just  before  his  ap¬ 
pointment  to  East  Stour.  It  was  then  if  ever  that  he  went 
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over  to  the  enemy  and  was  sent  home  again.  More  likely 
to  be  true  is  the  anecdote  that  he  once  threatened  to  knock 
down  a  man  who  casually  addressed  him  as  Parson  Adams. 

Another  story  takes  us  back  to  the  time  when  he  was  a 
schoolmaster  at  Romsey,  under  the  patronage  of  Sir  John 
St.  Barbe  of  Broadlands  in  the  neighbourhood.  In  those 
early  days,  he  was  “so  careless  a  man,”  it  is  said,  “as  to 
run  into  every  tradesman’s  debt,”  and  would  have  been 
sent  to  jail  had  not  Sir  John  St.  Barbe  and  other  friends 
come  to  his  aid.  “All  he  knew  of  the  matter  was,  he  wanted 
the  goods  and  had  ’em.”  His  London  career  was  very  well 
summarized  by  Herbert  Croft,  who  wrote  of  him  in  his 
“Life”  of  Edward  Young,  the  poet,  with  whom  the  parson 
had  become  confounded:  “He  supported  an  uncomfortable 
existence  by  translating  for  the  booksellers  from  the  Greek ; 
and  if  he  did  not  seem  to  be  his  own  friend,  was  at  least  no 
man’s  enemy.”  Among  his  learned  works,  he  revised 
Ainsworth’s  “Latin  Dictionary”  and  Hederich’s  “Greek 
Lexicon,”  books  widely  used  in  the  schools.  Subsequent 
to  Fielding’s  death  the  poor  scholar  retired  to  Chelsea  Hos¬ 
pital,  where  he  died  on  August  30,  1757. 

Parson  Young  was  clearly  a  man  of  kindly  nature,  who 
could  not  adjust  himself  to  the  ways  of  the  world.  He  was 
a  Greek  scholar,  particularly  fond,  we  see,  of  Aristophanes 
and  Lucian,  and  perhaps  of  Aeschylus.  His  absorption  in 
study  may  well  have  developed  in  him  not  only  absence  of 
mind  but  the  eccentric  gesture  of  snapping  his  fingers  over 
his  head,  or  the  habit  f)f  shouting  ‘  ‘  Heureka,  ’  ’  when  an  idea 
suddenly  occurred  to  him.  Withal,  his  country  breeding 
doubtless  made  of  him  a  strong  and  awkward  man,  expert, 
like  other  village  boys  of  the  period,  in  cudgel-playing.  On 
this  social  misfit,  Fielding  let  his  mind  play  and  produced 
Parson  Adams.  He  took  such  details  from  the  man’s  life 
as  he  wished  and  suppressed  or  altered  others.  Both 
Young  and  Adams  were  schoolmasters,  as  well  as  parsons ; 
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both  held  small  church  livings,  and  had  large  families,  the 
children  of  each  numbering  six;  while  as  a  variation,  the 
one  was  educated  at  Oxford,  the  other  at  Cambridge;  nor 
were  the  two  men  made  to  correspond  exactly  in  age,  for 
Adams  was  much  the  older.  In  a  most  important  respect 
they  differed  widely.  Young  was  naively  dishonest. 
Rather  than  see  his  family  starve,  he  ran  into  the  books  of 
grocers  and  let  his  friends  raise  the  money  to  settle  his 
bills.  But  this  is  not  the  most  amusing  incident.  Some 
months  after  his  portrait  had  appeared  in  “  Joseph 
Andrews,”  he  secured  the  post  of  tutor  to  a  young  gentle¬ 
man  at  £70  a  year.  Before  assuming  his  duties,  he  wished 
to  take  a  brief  rest,  but  instead  of  frankly  saying  so  he 
resorted  to  a  ruse  which  he  was  unable  to  carry  through. 
In  words  written  at  the  time,  “he  endeavoured  by  a  feigned 
letter  to  himself  to  get  leave  of  his  patron  to  spend  a  fort¬ 
night  in  the  country;  but  this  letter,  containing  the  pre¬ 
tended  invitation,  he  put  into  his  patron’s  hand  sealed  and 
unopened,  which  piece  of  absence  discovered  the  scheme,  so 
little  was  he  able  to  act  this  little  piece  of  disingenuity.  ” 
This  streak  of  guile  in  Parson  Young,  which  must  have 
been  as  plain  as  day  to  Fielding,  was  generously  left  out 
of  the  portrait  of  Parson  Adams  in  accordance  with  his 
rule  that  he  would  asperse  no  good  man’s  character.  The 
trait  was  left  out,  too,  in  the  interest  of  art ;  for  it  had  been 
predetermined  that  Parson  Adams  should  be  thoroughly 
honest  and  honourable.  He  might  borrow,  if  he  could,  of 
a  more  prosperous  brother,  or  he  might  forget  to  pay  for 
a  mbit’s  lodging,  but  in  either  case  the  debt  would  be  a 
treasure  laid  up  in  heaven.* 

We  may,  I  think,  take  another  step,  and  say,  if  we  do  not 
press  the  resemblance  too  far,  that  the  parish  of  Parson 
Adams  containing  Lady  Boohy’s  seat,  corresponds  with 

*  For  fresh  information  about  William  Young,  given  here,  see  Mr.  J.  Paul 
de  Castro  in  “Notes  and  Queries,”  12  S.  I,  224-225  (March  18,  1916). 
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Fielding’s  own  East  Stonr.  Fielding  once  speaks  of  the 
parish  as  being  in  Somersetshire,  whereas  East  Stonr  is 
over  the  border  in  Dorsetshire;  bnt  besides  the  fact  that 
the  original  of  Parsons  Adams  was  cnrate  of  East  Stour, 
there  are  several  indications  that  Fielding’s  eye  was  often 
on  his  own  home.  Dick  fell  into  “the  river,”  not  a  pond, 
perhaps  because  there  are  no  ponds  at  East  Stour,  but  the 
river  flows  through  the  meadows  below.  Again  Lady 
Booby’s  parish,  like  East  Stour,  was  not  very  far  from 
Salisbury,  where  the  robber  who  attacked  Fanny  was  com¬ 
mitted  to  jail.  As  related  earlier,  there  is  a  tradition  that 
Parson  Trulliber  was  drawn  from  the  Rev.  Mr.  Oliver, 
Fielding’s  tutor  and  the  curate  of  the  adjoining  parish  of 
Motcombe.  Some  mistake  may  be  involved  in  this  identi¬ 
fication  ;  but  beyond  reasonable  doubt  Peter  Pounce  derived 
his  salient  qualities  from  Peter  Walter,  the  wealthy  lawyer 
and  usurer  living  a  few  miles  away  at  Stalbridge  Park. 
With  this  aged  skinflint  Fielding  was  to  deal  again  under 
his  Latinized  name  of  “Petrus  Gualterus.”  The  sobriquet 
given  to  him  here — “Peter  Pounce” — was  at  once  a  play 
upon  his  real  name  and  “Peter  Pence,”  then  applied  by 
the  Opposition  to  any  unjust  or  unpopular  tax  of  the  Wal¬ 
pole  Government.  It  is  not  improbable  that  there  had  oc¬ 
curred  between  Peter  Walter  and  Parson  Young  conversa¬ 
tions  on  charity  and  riches  having  some  resemblance  to 
those  between  Peter  Pounce  and  Parson  Adams  in  “Joseph 
Andrews.”  They  must  have  occasionally  met,  and  a  clash 
could  not  have  been  avoided  between  men  so  unlike  in 
temper.  Parson  Young  and  Fielding,  we  may  assume  also, 
made  many  journeys  together  up  to  London,  meeting  with 
adventures  on  which  were  based  those  of  Parson  Adams 
and  Joseph.  They  would  go  on  horseback  to  Salisbury — 
having  but  one  horse  if  they  followed  the  method  of  ‘ 1  ride 
and  tie”  described  in  the  novel.  At  Salisbury  they  would 
strike  the  main  road,  and  proceed  thence,  if  not  on  horse- 
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back,  by  coach  to  London.  A  return  journey  over  this  road 
from  London  to  Salisbury  is  the  main  scene  of  “Joseph 
Andrews.”  Perhaps  Fielding  also  incorporated  into  his 
story  incidents  that  had  occurred  on  his  journeys  between 
Bath  and  London  or  on  the  western  circuit  which  he  was 
then  riding.  Some  day  we  may  discover  from  the  notes 
of  an  eighteenth-century  traveller  just  where  were  the  inns 
named  the  Dragon,  the  George,  and  the  Lion. 

The  novel  contains  no  portrait  of  the  author,  but  Fielding 
lends  a  part  of  himself  to  two  characters.  Joseph  Andrews 
— I  have  said  it  elsewhere — has  Fielding’s  splendid  phy¬ 
sique,  strong  and  symmetrical  in  legs,  thighs,  and  arms, — 
and  withal  his  nose  inclining  to  the  Roman.  Fielding’s 
great  frame,  with  its  broad  and  brawny  shoulders,  had  been 
developed  by  cudgel-playing,  just  like  Joseph’s.  So  said 
“The  Gazetteer”  in  a  satirical  biography  of  him  some  time 
before  the  appearance  of  the  novel.  While  it  would  be  a 
mistake  to  regard,  as  many  have  done,  the  account  that 
Farmer  Wilson  gives  of  himself  as  an  autobiography  of 
Fielding,  the  story  follows  Fielding’s  own  career  in  outline. 
Both  Fielding  and  Wilson  had  their  experiences  in  the  life 
of  the  town — with  taverns,  theatrical  managers,  book¬ 
sellers,  and  strange  philosophies — and  both  married  women 
having  similar  lovable  traits  of  character,  and  retired  to 
the  country  in  search  of  the  golden  age;  Wilson  for  the 
rest  of  his  life,  Fielding  for  a  few  months.  The  biography, 
however,  is  clearly  intended  to  be  typical,  and  not  personal 
to  Fielding.  This  does  not  mean  that  Fielding  did  not 
weave  into  Wilson’s  story  incidents  intimately  personal;  he 
probably  did  do  this,  but  it  would  be  dangerous  and  mis¬ 
leading  to  attempt  to  run  up  a  parallel.  Fielding  rather 
uncovers  himself  in  occasional  comment  and  incident.  Just 
how  this  was  done  may  be  safely  illustrated  by  one  example. 
Mr.  Wilson,  after  his  sad  experiences  with  the  women  of 
the  town,  railed  at  them,  he  says,  in  the  gross  language  of 
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Juvenal,  calling  them  “painted  palaces,  inhabited  by  Dis¬ 
ease  and  Death.  ’  ’  So  Fielding  when  a  boy  just  out  of  Eton 
railed  at  women  by  modernizing  the  Sixth  Satire  of  Juve¬ 
nal,  which  he  was  revising  at  this  time  for  publication.  He 
railed  at  them,  however,  not  because  he  had  been  associat¬ 
ing  with  harlots,  but  because  he  had  lost  a  beautiful  heiress 
down  in  the  West.  It  is  certain  to  be  much  like  this  when 
one  can  discover  precisely  the  personal  element  in  Field¬ 
ing’s  works;  one  never  quite  reaches  autobiography;  it  is 
but  some  incident,  anecdote,  or  detail  drawn  from  ex¬ 
perience  or  observation,  and  then  reshaped  by  the  hand  of 
an  artist. 

Rather  strangely,  there  are  no  traditions  as  to  where 
Fielding  composed  “Joseph  Andrews,”  though  several 
places  have  contended  for  the  honour  of  harbouring  him 
while  at  work  on  “Tom  Jones.”  It  is  probable  that  Field¬ 
ing,  after  ceasing  to  contribute  to  “The  Champion”  in 
June,  1741,  attended  the  Assizes  in  the  West  as  he  had 
done  the  previous  year,  and  then  rested  at  Bath  or  Salis¬ 
bury.  Apparently  he  had  been  going  to  Salisbury  for  his 
vacations  ever  since  he  sold  his  lands  at  East  Stour.  If 
this  be  so,  “Joseph  Andrews”  was  perhaps  begun  there — 
either  within  the  Cathedral  Close  or  in  the  manor  house  at 
the  foot  of  Milford  hill — near  the  very  road  travelled  by 
his  characters.  However  this  may  be,  the  novel  was  com¬ 
pleted  and  published — and,  I  daresay,  largely  written — in 
most  distressful  circumstances  after  Fielding’s  return  to 
London,  while  he  was  living  in  Spring  Gardens,  Charing 
Cross,  within  sight  of  St.  James’s  Park.  About  his  resi¬ 
dence  in  Spring  Gardens,  nothing  is  directly  known  beyond 
the  bare  fact  of  it.  His  name  appears  nowhere  in  the  rate¬ 
books  of  the  parish.  The  necessary  inference  is  that  he  did 
not  take  an  entire  house  but  merely  lived  in  lodgings.  It 
would  be  but  conjecture  to  add  that  his  lodgings  were 
perhaps  in  one  of  two  houses,  against  which  taxes  were 
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levied  during  this  period  in  the  name  of  Kichard 
Browning.* 

The  scene  in  those  lodgings  is  described  briefly — though 
“Joseph  Andrews”  is  not  mentioned — in  the  preface  to  his 
“Miscellanies”  of  the  next  year.  Although  Fielding  was 
but  in  his  thirty-sixth  year,  his  magnificent  constitution 
already  showed  signs  of  breaking.  Gout,  which  was  eventu¬ 
ally  to  cripple  him,  laid  him  up  for  the  winter.  High 
living  may  have  had  something  to  do  with  this;  but 
Fielding  was  rather  paying  the  penalty  for  incessant 
labour  since  he  gave  up  the  theatre.  As  barrister  and 
editor,  he  had  been  doing  the  work  of  two  or  three  men. 
While  he  was  tormented  with  the  gout,  ‘  ‘  a  favourite  child,  ’  ’ 
he  says,  was  dying  in  one  bed,  and  his  wife  lay  desperately 
ill  in  another.  Mrs.  Fielding  partially  recovered;  but  the 
child — it  was  their  first  child  Charlotte,  then  in  her  sixth 
year — was  buried  on  the  ninth  of  March  (within  three 
weeks  after  “Joseph  Andrews”  appeared)  in  the  chancel 
vault  of  St.  Martin’s  in  the  Fields,  the  church  which  the 
family  attended  when  in  London.  The  rough  notes  of  the 
sexton  give  the  information  that  four  men  bore  the  coffin, 
that  large  candles  were  provided  for  the  altar,  and  prayers 
were  read — probably  by  Thomas  Newton,  afterwards 
Bishop  of  Bristol,  then  the  preacher  at  Spring  Gardens 
Chapel  within  the  parish  of  St.  Martin’s.  The  body,  it  is 
expressly  stated,  was  brought  from  Spring  Gardens,  and 
the  fees  for  burial  were  five  pounds  and  eighteen  shillings, 
a  large  sum  for  a  poor  man  to  pay.  By  the  sexton’s  slip 
the  child’s  age  is  recorded  as  seven  instead  of  six  years. 
Fielding  tried  to  calm  the  transports  of  grief  by  reading  the 
philosophers  and  divines  on  life  and  death;  but  found 
nothing  there  so  just  and  true  as  the  remark  of  his  wife  at 
the  birth  and  death  of  Charlotte.  “I  remember,”  he  said 
the  next  year  in  a  passage  of  great  pathos,  “the  most 

*  Rate  Books  in  Westminster  City  Hall. 
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excellent  of  women,  and  tenderest  of  mothers,  when,  after 
a  painful  and  dangerous  delivery,  she  was  told  she  had  a 
daughter,  answering:  Good  God!  have  I  produced  a  crea¬ 
ture  who  is  to  undergo  what  I  have  suffered!  Some  years 
afterwards,  I  heard  the  same  woman,  on  the  death  of  that 
very  child,  then  one  of  the  loveliest  creatures  ever  seen, 
comforting  herself  with  reflecting,  that  her  child  could 
never  know  what  it  was  to  feel  such  a  loss  as  she  then 
lamented.”*  From  this  afflicted  household  came  one  of 
the  most  humorous  books  in  the  English  language. 

Illness  and  grief  explain  the  presence  of  some  incon¬ 
sistencies  in  the  novel  and  of  many  minor  errors,  due  partly 
to  the  author  and  partly  to  the  compositor,  which  a  man 
experienced  with  the  press  would  have  ordinarily  corrected. 
Fielding  did  in  fact  make  some  alterations  in  the  proofs, 
which  the  printer  charged  against  the  book,  but  they  could 
not  have  been  many.  Not  until  “Joseph  Andrews”  was 
printed  did  he  discover  that  he  had  made  Parson  Adams  sit 
up  two  nights  in  succession,  whereas  there  should  have  been 
an  intervening  night  of  sleep.  For  this  mistake  he  apolo¬ 
gized  in  a  note  facing  the  first  chapter,  and  requested  the 
reader  to  excuse  all  other  mistakes.  An  opportunity,  how¬ 
ever,  for  thorough  revision,  was  afforded  by  the  call  for  a 
second  edition  of  “Joseph  Andrews,”  which  made  its  ap¬ 
pearance  in  midsummer,!  “with  Alterations  and  Additions 
by  the  Author.”  The  number  of  copies  printed,  according 
to  the  entry  in  Henry  Woodf all’s  ledger  dated  May  31, 
1742,  was  two  thousand,  f  A  reader  of  the  new  edition 
would  observe  for  the  first  time  a  table  of  contents  and  two 
additional  footnotes,  neither  of  which  has  lost  its  interest. 
One  of  them  states  that  the  very  fond  letter  from  Leonora 
to  Horatio  was  contributed  by  “a  young  lady,” — that  is, 

*  “  Of  the  Remedy  of  Affliction  for  the  Loss  of  our  Friends.  ’  ’ 
t  “The  Gentleman’s  Magazine,”  Aug.,  1742,  p.  448. 
f  “Notes  and  Queries,”  1  S.  XI,  419  (June  2,  1855). 
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by  bis  sister  Sarah  probably,  who  was  soon  to  publish  vol¬ 
umes  of  similar  letters.  The  other  footnote  is  Fielding’s 
comment  on  a  blunder  which  “a  great  orator”  in  one  of 
the  public  coffee-houses  thought  he  had  unearthed  in 
“ Joseph  Andrews.”  This  obtuse  gentleman  (so  it  was  re¬ 
ported  to  Fielding)  took  him  to  task  for  permitting  Parson 
Adams  to  commend  the  learning  of  Farmer  Wilson.  Now 
Adams  unquestionably  possesses  learning,  declared  the 
orator,  perhaps  all  that  the  author  had;  but  Wilson  no¬ 
where  shows  any.  Fielding  replied  that  the  humour  of  the 
parson’s  remark  lay  just  there;  in  that  he  commended  in 
another  his  own  qualities  and  acquirements.  This  so-called 
blunder  Fielding  decided  to  let  stand,  but  he  corrected 
nearly  all  the  real  ones  down  to  mistakes  in  punctuation, 
“ Justice  Trolick”  now  became  “Justice  Frolick,”  and 
“Dr.  Sanglado”  became  “Dr.  Sangrado”;  and  small  words 
that  had  dropped  out,  if  they  ever  were  in,  were  restored. 
To  use  the  phrase  then  current,  Fielding  “cured”  his  text. 

As  Fielding  went  along,  he  made,  too,  a  number  of 
changes  in  phrasing,  for  clearness,  ease,  humour,  and  irony. 
Pamela,  who  in  the  first  edition  was  only  Mr.  Booby’s 
“wife,”  now  called  herself  that  gentleman’s  “lady.” 
Occasionally  brand-new  phrases,  sentences,  and  whole 
paragraphs  were  inserted.  ’These  additions  might  merely 
heighten  the  scene,  but  at  times  they  altered  it  consider¬ 
ably.  In  the  first  edition,  it  is  not  clear,  for  instance,  how 
Parson  Adams,  while  staying  at  the  Dragon  Inn,  learned 
that  he  had  left  his  sermons  at  home,  though  it  is  implied 
that  he  looked  into  his  saddle-bags  for  them  and  found  only 
shirts  and  shoes.  In  the  second  edition,  it  is  related  in  two 
inserted  paragraphs  that  Joseph,  on  lifting  the  saddle¬ 
bags,  knew  at  once  by  the  weight  that  they  held  nothing  so 
heavy  as  manuscript  sermons.  A  passage  like  this  was 
necessary  to  remove  a  possible  inconsistency  in  the  char¬ 
acter  of  Parson  Adams,  and  to  make  definite  his  motive 
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for  returning  home.  But  for  Joseph’s  discovery  the 
parson  should  have  gone  on  to  London.  Again,  Fielding 
enlarged,  for  the  pure  comedy  of  it,  the  scene  where  Parson 
Adams  is  summoned  before  the  justice  on  the  charge  of 
robbery,  and  comes  near  being  committed,  as  the  second 
edition  only  has  it,  on  account  of  his  manuscript  copy  of 
Aeschylus,  which  is  produced  as  evidence  against  him.  In 
the  excited  dispute  over  what  the  strange  writing  was — 
whether  it  was  merely  a  book  of  ciphers  or  a  manuscript  of 
one  of  the  Fathers — Parsons  Adams  appeared  to  call  him¬ 
self  by  the  fictitious  name  of  Aeschylus;  whereupon  the 
justice  ordered  his  clerk  to  “make  Mr.  Aeschylus  his  mitti¬ 
mus”  for  giving  a  false  name.  Other  alterations  involved 
interesting  but  not  very  important  changes  in  incident, 
such  as  the  details  of  a  fray  in  the  kitchen  of  one  of  the 
inns,  the  occurrences  when  the  characters  set  out  on  their 
last  day’s  journey  to  Booby  Hall,  and  numerous  new  turns 
in  the  dialogue.  Fielding  hardly  reworked  his  novel,  but 
he  subjected  it  to  close  scrutiny.  Only  one  detail  that 
needed  serious  attention  escaped  him.  In  the  first  edition 
he  confounded  Sir  Thomas  Booby  with  Sir  John  Booby,  the 
father  of  Pamela’s  husband.*  In  consequence  of  this  slip 
of  the  pen,  Fanny  was  made  to  live  at  one  and  the  same 
time  in  two  different  families  twenty  miles  apart;  and  so 
far  as  I  know,  she  has  continued  to  live  in  both  places  ever 
since — in  all  subsequent  editions  of  “Joseph  Andrews.” 

A  second  edition  of  “Joseph  Andrews”  within  a  few 
months  of  the  first,  means  that  the  novel  rapidly  made  its 
way  to  the  public.  Its  sale  almost  if  not  quite  equalled 
that  of  “Pamela”  during  a  corresponding  period.  But 
thereafter  “Joseph  Andrews”  could  not  keep  up  the  pace 
set  by  “Pamela.”  A  novel  that  deals  seriously  with  a 
risky  situation  is  sure  to  have  many  more  readers  than 
one  that  parodies  that  situation.  For  a  sober  narrative 

*  Compare  Bk.  I,  Ch.  XI,  with  Bk.  IV,  Ch.  XII. 
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with  a  moral  purpose,  real  or  effected,  is  understood  by 
everybody ;  whereas  humour  and  irony  perplex  the  average 
mind.  Richardson’s  novel  ran  its  course  down  through  all 
classes  to  the  servants’  hall,  while  Fielding’s  novel  ran 
upward  through  a  less  numerous  class  to  the  gentry  and 
nobility.  Still,  Fielding  had  in  the  aggregate  a  large  audi¬ 
ence.  Further  evidence  of  the  demand  for  “Joseph 
Andrews”  is  afforded  by  the  attempts  of  a  bookseller  to 
steal  it  in  the  autumn  of  1742.  Fielding  or  Millar  obtained 
a  writ  of  injunction  against  him,  and  the  case  came  up  at 
Westminster  Hall  during  the  Michaelmas  term.  The  story 
is  briefly  told  by  Sir  Dudley  Ryder,  the  attorney-general 
(afterwards  chief-justice)  in  a  letter,  indorsed  October  23, 
1742,  to  his  wife  then  at  Bath.  The  letter  begins — 

“My  dearest  Girl. —  I  can’t  help  thinking  of  you  in  the 
midst  of  the  noise  of  Westminster  Hall.  I  have  this  moment 
sat  down  after  endeavouring  to  rescue  Jos.  Andrews  and 
Parson  Adams  out  of  the  hands  of  pirates,  but  in  vain ;  for 
this  time  we  are  foiled  by  a  mistake  in  the  attack.  How¬ 
ever,  another  broadside  next  week  will  do  the  business.”* 
The  mistake  in  the  attack  to  which  the  attorney-general 
refers  was  “an  error  in  the  jurat  of  the  affidavits.”  The 
injunction  was  evidently  granted  the  next  week,  for  no 
pirated  edition  of  the  novel  made  its  appearance  in  London 
at  that  time. 

A  third  edition  of  “Joseph  Andrews,”  comprising,  it  has 
just  been  discovered,  three  thousand  copies,  was  published 
by  Millar  on  March  24,  1743.f  This  was  essentially  a  re¬ 
print  of  the  second  edition.  Here  first  certain  mistakes  in 
numbering  the  chapters,  which  had  run  through  both  the 

*  John  Lord  Campbell,  "Lives  of  the  Chief  Justices,”  1849,  II,  260. 
t  "  St.  James’s  Evening  Post,”  March  22-24,  1743.  William  Strahan,  in 
place  of  Henry  Woodfall,  printed  for  Millar  the  third  edition,  and  also  the 
fourth  edition  (of  which  there  were  2,000  copies).  Excerpts  from  Strahan ’s 
ledger  to  this  effect  are  given  by  Mr.  J.  Paul  de  Castro  in  ‘  ‘  Notes  and 
Queries,”  Nov.,  1917,  p.  465. 
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other  editions,  were  corrected ;  and  here  first  the  author  put 
his  name  on  the  title-page — “Henry  Fielding,  Esquire” — as 
a  protection  against  infringement  on  the  copyright.  To 
compensate  perhaps  for  smaller  type  and  poorer  format, 
the  publisher  added  illustrations  from  plates  made  by 
James  Hulett,  an  engraver  chiefly  employed  by  the  book¬ 
sellers.  These  cuts,  which  have  been  many  times  reprinted, 
are  good  but  not  very  remarkable.  It  was  from  this  edition 
that  Fielding’s  novel,  preceded  by  notices  in  French  period¬ 
icals,  made  its  way  into  France.  “Les  Avantures  de 
Joseph  Andrews  et  du  Ministre  Abraham  Adams,”  bear¬ 
ing  Millar’s  imprint  and  the  date  1743,  purports  to  have 
been  translated  by  “une  Dame  Angloise”  living  in  London. 
The  next  year  it  was  reprinted  with  altered  title-page  and 
some  corrections,  in  Amsterdam  by  the  society  of  French 
refugees  engaged  in  making  known  English  books  to  their 
countrymen.  Only  the  Amsterdam  edition  took  over  Hu¬ 
lett  ’s  engravings.  The  real  translator,  disguised  as  “an 
English  lady,”  was  the  Abbe  Desfontaines,  who  had  ren¬ 
dered  into  French  “Gulliver’s  Travels.”  It  is  a  crude 
piece  of  work  with  many  suppressions  and  some  additions, 
in  no  way  doing  justice  to  the  original.  Desfontaines  had 
the  presumption  to  make  alterations  in  Fielding’s  preface 
on  the  novelist’s  art,  and  to  quote  himself  against  the 
English  author.  The  Amsterdam  translation,  however, 
contains  a  most  interesting  letter  from  the  “English  lady” 
to  her  friend,  the  wife  of  the  “maitre  des  comptes”  at 
Montpellier.  In  this  letter,  Desfontaines  describes  in  con¬ 
siderable  detail  the  manners  and  customs  on  which  the 
novel  is  based.  Though  anticipated  by  others,  he  is  an 
early  authority  for  the  tradition  that  Parson  Adams  had  a 
prototype,  and  that  Parson  Trulliber  was  one  of  Fielding’s 
tutors.  Of  Parson  Adams,  Desfontaines  says:  “C’est  un 
caractere  vrai,  &  peint  d’apres  nature.  Car  nous  avons 
dans  une  de  nos  Provinces  un  Vicaire  qui  lui  ressemble 
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parfaitement,  &  il  n’y  a  personne  en  Angleterre  qui  ne 
l’ait  reconnu.”  Of  Parson  Trulliber,  the  words  are:  “On 
assure  que  celui  qui  est  peint  ici  sous  le  nom  de  Trulliber, 
a  autrefois  enseigne  le  Latin  a  1 ’Auteur  de  ce  Livre.  Si 
eela  est,  il  n’est  gneres  reconnoissant,  ou  le  Maitre  ue  s’est 
pas  fait  estimer  &  aimer  de  sou  eleve.”  Rarely  can  one 
thus  trace  a  tradition  back  to  contemporary  gossip. 

Three  London  editions  of  “Joseph  Andrews,”  six  thou¬ 
sand  and  five  hundred  copies  altogether,  in  the  course  of 
thirteen  months,  with  a  French  translation,  twice  printed, 
soon  following,  would  indicate  a  body  of  readers  numbering 
about  half  that  enjoyed  by  “Pamela,”  of  which  there  were 
six  English  editions  the  first  year.  Two  more  authorized 
editions  of  “Joseph  Andrews”  were  yet  to  appear  in  Eng¬ 
lish  during  Fielding’s  lifetime — one  in  November,  1748, 
though  dated  1749,*  and  the  other  in  1751.  There  were 
also  two  Dublin  editions,  the  first  of  which  came  out  in 
1742,  and  the  second  in  1747.  Counting  translations,  the 
novel  was  printed  at  least  fourteen  times  before  the 
author’s  death. 

This  demand  makes  it  necessary  to  modify  the  asser¬ 
tion,  very  often  repeated,  that  the  novel  at  first  took  slight 
hold  on  the  public.  It  is  true  that  one  hears  more  of 
it  after  the  publication  of  “Tom  Jones,”  when  the  two 
novels  provided  a  theme  for  people  who  like  to  discuss  com¬ 
parative  merits.  But  there  is  nothing  unusual  in  this,  for 
it  takes  time  for  a  novel  to  get  into  letters  and  memoirs 
outside  an  author’s  circle  of  friends.  From  the  beginning, 
Richardson  kept  the  letters  of  his  admirers,  and  they 
make  an  imposing  array.  Only  one  letter  to  Fielding  has 
survived,  and  that  was  written  before  the  appearance  of 
his  novel;  but  this  does  not  mean  that  people  never  wrote 
to  him ;  it  means  that  the  correspondence  was  destroyed  or 
lost  by  some  accident.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  one  knows 

*  “The  Jacobite’s  Journal,”  Nov.  5,  1748. 
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so  little  about  the  first  impression  made  upon  the  public 
by  “Joseph  Andrews.”  One  knows,  however,  that  the 
novel  was  talked  about  and  that  readers  were  curious  to 
discover  the  originals  of  the  characters.  Parson  Adams  be¬ 
came  from  the  first  a  person  to  whom  Fielding  and  others 
could  refer  as  if  he  were  a  reality.  “Honest  Abram 
Adams,”  says  Macklin  in  the  prologue  to  “The  Wedding 
Day,”  “makes  readers  laugh  in  spite  of  the  critics”;  and 
he  became  one  of  the  sober  correspondents  to  “The  Jaco¬ 
bite’s  Journal.”  A  writer  in  “The  Craftsman”  for  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1743,  quoted  Fielding  on  the  nature  of  humour;  the 
French  translation  was  reviewed  in  the  “Bibliotheque 
Frangoise”  for  1744 ;*  and  “The  Gentleman’s  Magazine” 
twice  mentioned  facetiously  Fielding’s  novel,  publishing  on 
the  second  occasion  a  poem  supposed  to  have  been  written 
by  Parson  Adams’s  son  Dick.f  And  when  “Joseph  An¬ 
drews”  three  years  later  reached  Lady  Mary  Wortley 
Montagu,  who  was  then  living  in  Italy,  she  wrote  back  to 
her  daughter  Lady  Bute  that  she  sat  up  all  night  reading  in 
that  and  Fielding’s  other  works,  and  liked  it  better  than 
“Tom  Jones,”  which  had  been  out  a  few  months.  Amused 
everywhere,  Lady  Mary  was  especially  struck  by  Fanny  as 
an  exact  and  charming  portrait  of  the  English  country  girl.f 

And  there  is  the  poet  Gray,  who,  on  the  recommendation 
of  his  friend  Richard  West,  read  “Joseph  Andrews”  just 
after  it  appeared.  Gray  seems  to  have  lost  West’s  letter; 
but  the  poet’s  reply  has  been  preserved.  Writing  to  West 
in  April,  1742,  he  had  this  to  say  of  Fielding’s  novel:  “The 
incidents  are  ill  laid  and  without  invention;  but  the  char¬ 
acters  have  a  great  deal  of  nature,  which  always  pleases 
even  in  her  lowest  shapes.  Parson  Adams  is  perfectly  well ; 

*  Tome  XXXIX,  201-215. 

t  See  “The  Gentleman’s  Magazine,”  Oct.,  1745,  p.  550,  and  May,  1746, 

p.  268. 

t  “Letters  and  Works,”  1861,  I,  186. 
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so  is  Mrs.  Slipslop,  and  the  story  of  Wilson ;  and  through- 
outdEe  [Melding]  shews  himself  well  read  in  stage-coaches, 
country  squires,  inns,  and  inns  of  court.  His  reflections 
upon  high  people  and  low  people,  and  misses  and  masters, 
are  very  good.  However  the  exaltedness  of  some  minds 
(or  rather  as  I  shrewdly  suspect  their  insipidity  and  want  of 
feeling  or  observation)  may  make  them  insensible  to  these 
light  things,  (I  mean  such  as  characterize  and  paint  nature), 
yet  surely  they  are  as  weighty  and  much  more  useful  than 
your  grave  discourses  upon  the  mind,  the  passions,  and  what 
not.  Now  as  the  paradisiacal  pleasures  of  the  Mahometans 
consist  in  playing  upon  the  flute  and  lying  with  Houris,  be 
mine  to  read  eternal  new  romances  of  Marivaux  and  Cre- 
billon.  ”*  West,  whose  mind  responded  more  easily  to  new 
impressions,  rallied  Gray  on  his  preference  for  Marivaux 
and  Crebillon.  “I  rejoice, ”  he  replied,  “you  found  amuse¬ 
ment  in  ‘Joseph  Andrews.’  But  then  I  think  your  concep¬ 
tions  of  Paradise  a  little  upon  the  Bergerac.”!  Still,  Gray’s 
measured  praise,  I  daresay,  was  echoed  by  many  readers. 
Long  fed  on  romances,  they  hardly  knew  just  what  their 
attitude  should  be  towards  a  novel  essentially  true  to  Eng¬ 
lish  life  and  manners.  For  them  it  lacked  invention,  and 
yet  was  admirable  in  its  characters  and  observations  cover¬ 
ing  all  classes.  As  might  be  expected,  full  approval  came 
from  Hogarth,  whose  art  had  much  in  common  with  Field¬ 
ing’s.  Beneath  that  group  of  heads  which  he  drew  in  1743 
for  a  subscription  ticket  to  Marriage-a-la-Mode,  he  referred 
the  public  to  the  preface  to  “Joseph  Andrews”  for  the 
proper  distinction  between  characters  and  caricatures, 
whether  in  painting  or  in  literature. 

*“The  Letters  of  Thomas  Gray,”  edited  by  D.  C.  Tovey,  Vol.  I,  1900, 
p.  97. 

t  D.  C.  Tovey,  ‘  ‘  Gray  and  His  Friends,  ’  ’  1890,  p.  162.  West ’s  happy  allu¬ 
sion  is  to  Cyrano  de  Bergerac’s  fantastic  description  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
sun  and  the  moon. 
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After  publishing  his  novel,  Fielding  again  fell  back  upon 
miscellaneous  writing.  His  first  opportunity  came  in  the 
war  of  pamphlets  over  the  career  of  Sarah  Jennings,  the 
aged  Duchess  of  Marlborough.  Following  her  dismission 
from  the  Court  of  Queen  Anne,  the  Duchess  prepared  a 
statement  of  her  side  of  the  quarrel,  but  withheld  it  from  the 
world  on  the  advice  of  Bishop  Burnet.  Now,  at  the  age  of 
eighty,  she  called  in  Nathaniel  Hooke,  an  historian  of  some 
consequence  in  his  day,  who  was  induced  by  a  purse  of 
£5,000  to  assist  her  in  enlarging  her  original  statement  into 
a  book  really  amounting  to  her  political  memoirs.  It 
reached  the  public  early  in  March,  1742,  bearing  the  title 
“An  Account  of  the  Conduct  of  the  Dowager  Duchess  of 
Marlborough,  from  her  first  coming  to  Court,  to  the  Year 
1710.”  With  the  aid  of  Hooke,  the  Duchess  justified  her 
conduct  at  all  points  in  a  style  at  once  fluent  and  vigorous. 
For  three  months  the  book  became,  to  use  Dr.  Johnson’s 
phrase,  “the  most  popular  topic  of  conversation.”  Before 
May  was  over,  it  had  provoked  a  dozen  pamphlets  at  least, 
which  “reviewed”  the  Duchess’s  story,  or  “remarked” 
upon  it,  or  “explained”  her  “party  gibberish.”  There 
were  also  several  burlesques  of  it,  such  as  a  poem  in  Hudi- 
brastic  verse  called  “The  Sarah-ad;  or,  A  Flight  for 
Fame.”  The  most  complete  reply  to  the  Duchess,  however, 
was.  a  book  of  nearly  five  hundred  pages  from  Fielding’s 
former  associate,  James  Ralph,  who,  under  the  assumed 
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name  of  “a  Lady  of  Quality,”  gave  “The  Other  Side  of 
the  Question,”  taking  as  his  text  the  words  attributed  to 
Solomon:  “He  that  is  first  in  his  own  cause  seemeth  just, 
but  his  neighbour  cometh  and  searcheth  him.” 

Few  ventured  into  print  in  defence  of  the  Duchess;  for 
she  had  indeed  proved  too  much.  Of  these  few  was  Dr. 
Johnson,  who  reviewed  her  book  on  the  whole  favourably, 
in  “The  Gentleman’s  Magazine”  for  March.  Another  was 
Fielding.  In  the  next  month,  he  let  fly  a  shilling  pamphlet 
entitled  “A  Full  Vindication  of  the  Dutchess  Dowager  of 
Marlborough :  Both  with  regard  to  the  Account  lately  pub¬ 
lished  by  her  Grace,  and  to  her  Character  in  general; 
against  the  base  and  malicious  Invectives  contained  in  a  late 
scurrilous  Pamphlet  .  .  .  ”*  Fielding’s  fire  was  here 
drawn  against  ‘  ‘  Remarks  upon  the  Account  of  the  Conduct 
of  a  certain  Duchess.  In  a  Letter  from  a  Member  of  the 
last  Parliament  in  the  Reign  of  Queen  Anne  to  a  young 
Nobleman,”  wherein  the  young  lord  addressed  was  warned 
not  to  accept  the  Duchess’s  narrative  as  a  true  account  of 
her  transactions.  This  pamphlet,  signed  “  Britannicus,  ” 
gave  the  lie  direct  to  the  Duchess.  Fielding,  scenting  a  lord 
under  the  fictitious  name,  gave  him  in  turn  the  lie  direct, 
answering  each  important  charge  and  proving,  he  thought, 
its  falsity.  “Britannicus”  had  intimated  that  he  would 
take  up  the  subject  again  in  another  pamphlet.  Fielding 
dared  him  to  proceed.  Thereupon  “Britannicus”  rested 
his  case,  and  so  Fielding  never  had  occasion  to  write  a 
second  pamphlet  for  which  he  declared  himself  eager.  The 
“Vindication,”  however,  went  into  a  so-called  second  edi¬ 
tion,  really  a  reissue  of  the  first,  with  no  change  except  in 
the  title-page. 

The  sincerity  of  Fielding’s  admiration  for  the  Duchess 
has  been  questioned.  It  has  been  surmised  that  he  as  well 
as  Hooke  (whom  Fielding  knew  and  praised)  was  paid 

*“The  Gentleman’s  Magazine,”  April,  1742,  p.  224. 
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liberally  for  bis  defence  of  a  quarrelsome  old  woman.  The 
suspicion  is  most  ungenerous,  for  there  is  no  evidence  that 
Fielding  received  more  for  his  pamphlet  than  the  five 
pounds  and  five  shillings  which  his  publisher  gave  him. 
The  fact  is,  Fielding’s  heat  over  the  attacks  on  the  Duchess 
was  most  natural.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough  he  always 
classed  with  the  greatest  military  heroes;  but  lamented 
that  little  remained  to  show  for  his  glorious  victories  be¬ 
sides  “the  torn  colours  in  Westminster  Hall.”  Fielding’s 
father  had  served  under  Marlborough;  and  the  Duke’s 
brother,  General  Charles  Churchill,  had  married  his 
mother’s  cousin,  Mary  Gould  of  Dorchester.  After  the 
Duke’s  death,  the  Duchess  sided  with  the  young  Patriots, 
of  whom  Fielding  was  one,  against  the  policies  of  Walpole, 
and  in  the  last  years  of  the  struggle  she  unloosed  her  purse¬ 
strings — for  which  both  Chesterfield  and  Lyttelton  ex¬ 
pressed  profound  obligations.  Fielding,  the  friend  of  these 
political  leaders,  certainly  knew  whence  came  the  sinews  of 
war,  and  had  as  certainly  profited  indirectly  by  the  Duch¬ 
ess’s  liberality  during  the  time  that  he  conducted  “The 
Champion.”  It  was  thus  the  better  side  of  the  Duchess 
that  he  had  seen.  Her  pride  and  haughtiness  appeared  to 
him  but  an  elevation  of  mind  that  would  not  stoop  to  mean 
things.  As  if  personally  acquainted  with  her  (as  he  doubt¬ 
less  was,  for  he  had  visited  Blenheim*),  Fielding  declared 
that  no  one  could  equal  her  in  “affability  and  condescen¬ 
sion”  to  people  beneath  her  in  rank,  provided  they  knew 
their  place.  To  Fielding  she  was  a  “glorious  woman,”  the 
widow  of  the  great  Duke,  the  benefactor  of  his  party.  Her 
political  enemies  treated  her  like  an  oyster-wench.  Field¬ 
ing’s  chivalry  was  aroused,  and  he  came  to  the  rescue. 

At  the  same  time,  Fielding  projected  a  translation  of  the 
eleven  comedies  of  Aristophanes.  William  Young  was  to 
collaborate  with  him,  and  the  publisher  was  to  be  T.  Waller 

*  “A  Journey  from  this  World  to  the  Next,”  Ch.  IV. 
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in  the  Temple  Cloisters.  Fielding  and  his  Parson  Adams 
labouring  together  over  a  crabbed  Greek  text  is  a  sight 
very  pleasant  to  the  imagination.  But  they  never  got  be¬ 
yond  one  play,  which  they  announced  in  ‘  ‘  The  Champion  ’  ’ 
of  May  4,  1742,  for  speedy  publication.  It  would  be  fol¬ 
lowed,  said  the  advertisement,  by  all  the  rest,  “if  the  public 
show  proper  encouragement  to  the  translators.’ ’  The 
comedy  they  selected  to  test  the  town  with  was  ‘  ‘  Plutus,  the 
God  of  Riches,”  which  duly  appeared,  as  a  two-shilling 
pamphlet,  on  the  last  day  of  May,  with  the  names  of 
“Henry  Fielding,  Esq.”  and  “the  Rev1!  Mr.  Young”  on 
the  title-page.*  A  dedication  to  Lord  Talbot  paid  a  high 
tribute  to  the  heart  and  understanding  of  his  father,  the 
late  Lord  Chancellor,  who  had  befriended  the  poet  Thom¬ 
son,  and  asked  for  his  lordship’s  protection  in  the  present 
“distressed  and  .  .  .  declining  state  of  learning.”  Like 
Fielding,  Lord  Talbot  was  an  Eton  boy  and  an  ardent 
Patriot,  inclining  to  the  Duke  of  Bedford  in  factional  dis¬ 
putes.  The  dedication  clearly  pleased  him,  for  his  name 
is  among  the  subscribers  to  Fielding’s  “Miscellanies”  of 
the  next  year  for  two  sets  printed  on  royal  paper.  A 
preface,  containing  sensible  remarks  on  translating  Aris¬ 
tophanes,  set  forth  an  intention  of  adding  to  the  complete 
work  “a  very  large  dissertation  on  the  nature  and  end  of 
comedy,  with  an  account  of  its  original,  rise,  and  progress 
to  this  day,  ’  ’ — from  the  wit  of  Aristophanes  down  to  1 1  that 
pretty,  dapper,  brisk,  smart,  pert  dialogue,  which  hath 
lately  flourished  on  our  stage,”  degenerating  at  last  into 
that  inane  stuff,  called  “genteel  comedy,”  in  which  Colley 
Cibber  “succeeded  so  excellently  well  both  as  author  and 
actor.”  The  comedy  was  rendered  into  idiomatic  and 
vigorous  prose,  the  knack  for  writing  which  the  translators 
claimed  to  have  learned  from  Pope’s  “Essay  on  Man.” 
“Large  Notes,  Explanatory  and  Critical” — just  the  kind 

*  “The  Daily  Post,”  May  31,  1742. 
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Fielding  had  burlesqued  in  ‘‘The  Vernoniad” — completed 
the  apparatus. 

How  the  translators  divided  their  work  cannot  be  exactly 
determined.  Apparently,  Young  did  the  hardest  part  of  it, 
and  Fielding  then  went  over  it  all  carefully,  for  the  humor¬ 
ist  Js  hand  is  visible  everywhere  in  light  and  facetious 
touches.  The  dedication,  though  signed  by  both,  was 
written,  as  the  style  shows,  by  Fielding.  This  conclusion 
is  confirmed  by  an  amusing  anecdote  which  dates  back  to 
the  very  year  1742.  Lord  Talbot,  it  was  said,  sent  Young 
five  guineas  as  a  gratuity  for  the  dedication,  but  the  parson 
for  a  long  time  refused  to  touch  it  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  had  no  hand  in  the  dedication  and  so  the  money  did  not 
belong  to  him.  “At  last,”  so  the  story  runs,  “he  took  it, 
but  not  for  himself,  but  Fielding,  who  writ  the  dedication. 
He  saw  him  daily  for  five  days,  but  still  forgot  the  five 
guineas.  At  last,  upon  a  dispute,  he  pulled  out  the  money 
to  lay  a  wager;  being  questioned  about  it,  he  said  ’twas 
Xpacros  ApuTTO(f)avLKo<s  and  belonged  to  Fielding;  and  so 
told  the  manner  of  his  coming  by  it.  ’Twas  with  great 
difficulty  he  could  be  persuaded  to  take  any  part  of  it,  but 
at  last,  they,  upon  the  judgment  of  the  company,  divided 
it;  but  he  still  insisted  upon  paying  Fielding’s  reckoning 
out  of  his  share.”*  The  scene  of  the  anecdote,  it  is  implied, 
was  at  a  London  tavern  or  coffee-house.  The  parson  who 
wanted  to  bet,  was  responsible  for  much  of  the  preface 
following  the  dedication.  Perhaps  he  wrote  most  of  the 
paragraphs  running  on  the  pronoun  “we,”  while  the  few 
running  on  the  pronoun  “I”  came  from  Fielding.  Appar¬ 
ently  Fielding  found  the  preface  as  prepared  by  Parson 
Adams  a  little  dull,  and  so  put  in  the  passage  on  transla¬ 
tion,  the  hit  at  Cibber,  and  the  compliment  to  Pope,  the 
sweetness  of  whose  numbers  was  declared  to  be  “scarce 
inferior  to  that  of  Theocritus  himself.”  The  translation 

*  Mr.  J.  Paul  de  Castro,  “Notes  and  Queries,”  12  S.  I,  224  (March  18,  1916). 

364 


THE  MISCELLANIES 

of  the  comedy  itself  may  be  safely  assigned  to  Young  except 
for  some  rephrasing  here  and  there.  Most  of  the  notes, 
though  Young  may  have  brought  together  the  material  for 
them,  have  the  wit,  humour,  and  banter  peculiar  to  Fielding. 

The  two  men  professed  to  have  translated  the  comedy 
directly  from  the  Greek.  This  they  doubtless  did,  using 
for  the  purpose  one  of  those  current  editions  of  Aris¬ 
tophanes  with  the  Greek  and  Latin  text  on  opposite  pages, 
such  as  the  Amsterdam  folio  of  1710,  which  Fielding  had 
in  his  library.  Nevertheless,  for  the  interpretation  of 
doubtful  passages,  they  relied  to  a  great  extent  upon  the 
French  translation  of  “Plutus”  made  a  half-century  before 
by  Madame  Dacier.  They  had  at  hand,  too,  a  good  Eng¬ 
lish  translation  which  Theobald  had  more  recently  pub¬ 
lished.  Yet  Theobald  was  their  butt.  They  liked  to  rally 
him  on  mistranslations  of  occasional  words  and  phrases, 
especially  where  he  followed  the  errors  that  had  been  made 
by  Madame  Dacier;  the  inference,  of  course,  being  that 
Theobald  hardly  went  back  of  the  French  for  his  original. 
Mr.  Theobald,  Fielding  thought,  should  not  be  offended  at 
the  banter,  inasmuch  as  he  was  “a  critic  of  great  nicety 
himself,  and  great  diligence  in  correcting  mistakes  in 
others.” 

Quite  unexpectedly,  the  preface  and  notes  throw  a  ray 
of  light  upon  the  relations  existing  between  Fielding  and 
Pope.  In  his  boyhood  verses,  Fielding  had  expressed  ad¬ 
miration  for  Pope’s  genius,  but  was  later  irritated  by  the 
attacks  of  the  poet’s  newspaper,  “The  Grub-street  Jour¬ 
nal,  ’  ’  upon  ‘  ‘  The  Modem  Husband  ’  ’  and  other  plays.  Then 
followed  the  unfortunate  dispute  between  the  friends  of 
each  over  whether  Pope  attended  a  performance  of  “Pas- 
quin”  and  so  gave  his  approval  to  the  piece.  Since  that 
time,  the  Tories  and  the  Patriots  had  come  together  in  a 
closer  alliance  for  the  final  struggle  against  Walpole;  and 
as  a  result  of  it,  the  two  men  now  had  more  friends  in 
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common.  In  ‘  ‘  The  Champion,  ’  ’  Fielding  referred  to  Pope ’s 
support  of  the  Opposition,  besides  going  out  of  his  way  to 
praise  him  extravagantly.  In  return,  Pope  made  a  hand¬ 
some  allusion  to  Fielding’s  dramatic  satires  in  “The  New 
Dunciad,  ”  now  known  as  the  fourth  book  of  the  complete 
poem,  which  appeared  by  itself  in  March,  1742.  Comedy, 
it  is  there  said,  was  becoming  dull  and  lifeless  when  satire 
came  to  her  aid;  and  then  satire  in  turn  was  forced  from 
the  stage  by  the  Licensing  Act,  despite  the  eloquent  pro¬ 
test  of  Lord  Chesterfield.  They  are  very  fine  lines : 

There  sunk  Thalia,  nerveless,  cold,  and  dead, 

Had  not  her  Sister  Satire  held  her  head : 

Nor  could ’st  thou,  Chesterfield !  a  tear  refuse, 

Thou  wept’st,  and  with  thee  wept  each  gentle  Muse. 

Moreover,  Fielding  and  Pope  had  the  same  antagonism 
towards  Colley  Cibber,  though  they  showed  it  differently. 
Fielding  pelted  him  with  ridicule;  Pope  pelted  him  with 
satire  and  abuse.  In  the  earlier  books  of  “The  Dunciad,” 
Pope  took  Theobald  for  his  hero ;  now  he  was  preparing  to 
substitute  Cibber  for  him.  It  cannot  be  a  mere  coincidence 
that  Fielding  at  this  juncture  again  paid  his  tribute  to  Pope 
and  riddled  both  Cibber  and  Theobald  in  the  preface  and 
annotations  of  “Plutus.”  Pope,  as  it  will  be  related,  was 
soon  taking  an  active  interest  in  Fielding.  By  this  time  or 
a  little  later,  the  poet  and  the  novelist  had  met  and  con¬ 
versed.  The  date  cannot  be  fixed;  but  the  fact  is  made 
certain  by  Fielding’s  own  statement.  When  attacked  long 
afterwards  by  a  nest  of  serpents  issuing  from  Grub  Street, 
he  recalled  a  sentiment,  which,  he  says,  “I  heard  drop  from 
the  late  Mr.  Pope,”  to  the  effect  “that  nature  never  pro¬ 
duced  a  more  venemous  animal  than  a  bad  author.”* 

The  good  understanding  between  Pope  and  Fielding  must 
have  been  threatened  by  the  great  literary  scandal  of  1742. 
Several  contemptuous  references  in  “The  New  Dunciad” 

*  “The  Covent-Garden  Journal,”  Jan.  18,  1752. 
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to  Cibber  aroused  the  laureate  to  al  terrible  revenge  in  “A 
Letter  from  Mr.  Cibber  to  Mr.  Pope” ;  wherein  was  related 
in  detail  a  most  shameful  occurrence  in  the  private  life  of 
Pope,  which  had  enough  truth  in  it  to  be  unanswerable. 
Though  Pope  professed  that  Cibber’s  letter  merely  amused 
him,  it  really  made  him  writhe  with  anguish.  Thereupon, 
he  re  wrought  the  first  books  of  “The  Dunciad”  in  order 
to  enthrone  Cibber  in  place  of  Theobald.  But  it  was  too 
late  for  Pope  to  save  himself.  For  once  Pope  had  met  his 
match  in  abuse  and  vituperation.  Cibber’s  letter,  out  in 
July,  was  immediately  followed  by  half  a  dozen  squibs  in 
verse  and  prose  and  by  a  print  depicting  the  indecent  inci¬ 
dent  that  the  laureate  had  described.  Two  of  these  scurril¬ 
ous  pamphlets  against  Pope  had  the  appearance  of  coming 
from  Fielding,  for  they  both  bore  the  pseudonym  that  he 
had  employed  in  “The  Champion.”  Both  were  published 
in  August.  “Blast  upon  Blast  and  Lick  for  Lick;  or,  a 
New  Lesson  for  P-pe  .  .  .  By  Capt.  H — - — s  Vinegar,” 
was  a  short  rehearsal  of  the  quarrel  between  Pope  and 
Cibber,  running  on  the  lines  of  the  story  of  Cain  and  Abel. 
The  parody  so  diverted  Horace  Walpole  that  he  sent  a 
transcription  of  it  to  Horace  Mann  in  Italy,  with  the  remark 
that  it  was  “supposed  to  be  Fielding’s.”  This  pamphlet, 
however,  is  not  so  good  a  performance  as  the  other  one — 
a  long  verse  satire  which  turned  Pope ’s  own  heroic  couplets 
against  him.  It  had  as  title-page:  “The  Cudgel,  or,  a 
Crab-tree  Lecture.  To  the  Author  of  the  Dunciad.  By 
Hercules  Vinegar,  Esq.  .  .  .  Printed  for  the  Author,  and 
sold  at  his  House,  the  Crab-Tree,  in  Vinegar-yard,  near 
Drury  Lane.  ’  ’ 

Neither  of  these  pieces  has  the  earmarks  of  Fielding’s 
style ;  both  of  them  are  in  the  interest  of  Cibber,  his  arch¬ 
enemy;  and  they  appeared  at  a  time  when  Fielding  was 
probably  out  of  London  for  the  summer.  The  unknown 
authors  may  have  been  trading  upon  Fielding’s  name  as  an 
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aid  to  the  sale  of  their  wares ;  they  may  have  been  enemies 
who  wished  to  involve  him  in  difficulties ;  or  their  use  of  his 
pseudonym  may  have  been  a  mere  jest,  for  it  was,  indeed, 
a  comic  situation  to  represent  Fielding  taking  sides  with 
Cibber,  the  man  whom  he  had  many  times  belaboured  with 
the  club  of  Captain  Hercules  Vinegar.  These  facetious 
pamphlets  which  the  town  was  disposed  to  lay  at  Field¬ 
ing’s  door,  so  annoyed  him  that  he  took  occasion,  in  the 
publication  of  his  “Miscellanies”  the  next  spring,  to  give 
a  list  of  all  his  works,  since  June,  1741,  not  included  in  that 
collection.  He  did  this,  he  said,  because  he  had  been  “very 
unjustly  censured”  for  what  he  had  never  written,  as  well 
as  for  what  he  had  written ;  and  though  he  was  quite  willing 
to  assume  the  responsibility  of  his  own  works,  he  must 
protest  against  having  attributed  to  him  “anonymous 
scandal,”  such,  of  course,  as  the  two  scurrilous  pamphlets 
in  question,  which  he  did  not  deign  to  mention  by  name. 

In  the  meantime,  Fielding  was  trying  the  drama  once 
more,  not  by  writing  new  plays  but  by  reworking  old  ones. 
Many  of  his  comedies  and  farces  still  diverted  the  public 
every  season;  and  it  was  but  natural  that  he  should  make 
use  of  their  run  for  bringing  out  similar  pieces  that  he 
had  by  him.  One  of  them,  dating  back  to  the  spring  of 
1735,  was  a  ballad  farce,  called  “Miss  Lucy  in  Town,” 
which  he  wrote  in  collaboration  with  some  unknown  play¬ 
wright  as  a  sequel  to  “An  Old  Man  Taught  Wisdom;  or, 
the  Virgin  Unmask’d.”  Lucy,  it  will  be  remembered, 
married  Thomas  the  footman,  in  preference  to  all  the  other 
lovers  her  father  provided  for  her.  In  the  continuation, 
she  and  her  husband  come  up  to  London,  six  weeks  after 
marriage,  to  see  the  usual  sights — the  Tower,  the  lions, 
Bedlam,  Westminster  Hall,  and  the  great  Abbey;  but  being 
‘  ‘  fresh  and  raw  out  of  the  country,  ’  ’  they  take  lodgings  by 
mistake  in  the  notorious  house  of  a  Mrs.  Haycock,  which 
becomes  the  scene  of  the  action.  The  farce  was  first  per- 
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formed  at  Drury  Lane  as  an  afterpiece  to  “ Othello”  on 
May  6,  1742,*  and  was  published  the  same  day  by  Millar, 
who  gave  the  author  ten  pounds  and  ten  shillings  for  the 
copyright.  During  the  next  few  weeks,  “Miss  Lucy”  was 
used  variously  with  “The  Old  Bachelor,”  “The  Beggar’s 
Opera,  ”  “  The  Virgin  Unmask ’d,  ’  ’  and  ‘  ‘  The  Miser.  ’  ’  Mrs. 
Clive,  the  original  Lucy,  took  the  part  of  the  girl  turned 
wife;  Macklin,  who  had  also  been  in  the  original  cast  of 
“The  Virgin  Unmask’d,”  became  the  Jew  of  the  new  farce; 
and  Beard,  the  famous  tenor,  appeared  in  the  role  of  Signor 
Cantileno.  The  great  hits  of  the  piece  were  the  songs  in 
burlesque  imitation  of  the  waning  Italian  opera.  Horace 
Walpole,  after  attending  a  performance,  wrote  to  Horace 
Mann,  preliminary  to  sending  him  a  copy  of  the  play: 
“There  is  a  little  simple  farce  at  Drury  Lane,  called  ‘Miss 
Lucy  in  Town,’  in  which  Mrs.  Clive  mimics  the  Muscovite 
admirably,  and  Beard,  Amorevoli  intolerably.  ”f  For  some 
reason,  Walpole  never  liked  Beard’s  voice,  fine  as  it  was. 
One  of  the  songs  that  Beard  sang,  it  may  be  remarked  in 
passing,  seems  to  have  been  written  by  Fielding  in  honor  of 
Miss  Cradock  in  the  days  of  their  courtship.  It  begins : 

To  beauty  compar’d,  pale  gold  I  despise, 

No  jewels  can  sparkle  like  Caelia’s  bright  eyes. 

The  little  one-act  farce,  having  a  few  songs,  met  with 
misfortune,  because  of  its  personalities.  There  could 
be  no  objection  to  mimicking  Italian  singers — that  was 
relished  by  the  audience.  Of  more  questionable  expediency 
was  the  character  of  Mrs.  Haycock,  whom  the  audience 
immediately  recognized  as  a  direct  presentation  of  Mrs. 
Haywood,  the  Covent-Garden  bawd.  She  and  her  house 
had  perhaps  been  introduced  into  the  earlier  “Covent- 
Garden  Tragedy,”  but  not  in  so  specific  a  manner.  In  this 
farce,  Mrs.  Macklin,  who  took  the  part,  played  her  off  to 
the  life,  even  to  her  squeamish  airs  and  affected  modesty. 

*  “The  Daily  Post,”  May  6,  1742.  t  “Letters,”  edited  by  Toynbee,  I,  228. 
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Mrs.  Haycock,  however,  would  have  passed  without  much 
censure,  had  not  Fielding-  brought  into  her  company  a 
Lord  Bawble,  who  also  touched  closely  upon  the  life  and 
character  of  “a  particular  person  of  quality”  about  town. 
It  is  in  the  theatrical  anecdotes  that  his  lordship  protested 
to  the  Lord  Chamberlain  against  being  thus  exposed  to 
public  scandal,  with  the  result  that  further  performance  of 
the  farce  was  prohibited.  Though  the  details  of  the  story 
cannot  be  verified,  the  Lord  Chamberlain  or  his  licenser, 
Mr.  Chetwynd,  did  intervene  on  or  about  the  twenty-first 
of  May,  after  the  author  had  enjoyed  two  benefit  nights. 
The  next  day  the  farce  was  withdrawn  for  the  rest  of  the 
season.  The  prohibition,  however,  was  removed  by  Octo¬ 
ber,  when  “Miss  Lucy”  began  a  second  run  with  Mrs.  Hay¬ 
cock  renamed  Mrs.  Midnight.  This  reversal  of  attitude  on 
the  part  of  the  Lord  Chamberlain  was  of  course  occasioned 
by  the  remonstrance  of  the  manager  of  Drury  Lane.  After 
the  episode  was  over,  an  anonymous  spectator  came  out 
with  a  sixpenny  pamphlet  telling  the  story  so  far  as  he 
knew  it,  which  was  but  vaguely.  It  was  “A  Letter  to  a 
Noble  Lord,  to  whom  alone  it  Belongs” ;  that  is,  to  the  Duke 
of  Grafton,  the  Lord  Chamberlain.  The  nameless  author 
denounced  the  late  Ministry  for  passing  the  Licensing  Act 
because  of  Fielding’s  political  satires,  and  then — strangely 
enough — rebuked  the  Lord  Chamberlain  for  permitting 
plays  like  “Miss  Lucy  in  Town.”  At  the  same  time,  he 
congratulated  Mr.  Fielding  on  “his  happy  genius.”  Be¬ 
cause  of  this  compliment,  I  suppose,  the  pamphlet  has  been 
attributed  to  Fielding  himself;  but  he  could  not  have 
written  so  incoherent  a  piece  of  irony  had  he  tried. 

Garrick  was  then  coming  into  his  first  fame.  Two  or 
three  years  before  this,  he  had  shown  his  extraordinary 
talent  in  various  amateur  performances  among  friends 
gathered  at  the  house  of  Edward  Cave,  the  conductor  of 
“The  Gentleman’s  Magazine.”  Cave  lived  over  St.  John’s 
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Grate,  Clerkenwell,  whence  issued  every  month  his  periodi¬ 
cal.  One  of  the  plays  in  which  Garrick  there  appeared  was 
Fielding’s  “Mock  Doctor,”  for  which  he  composed  an  epi¬ 
logue.  In  the  audience  was  probably  young  Samuel  John¬ 
son,  who  introduced  Garrick  to  Cave ;  and  the  epilogue  was 
duly  printed  in  Cave’s  magazine  for  September,  1740, 
wherein  may  be  seen  also  Johnson’s  skill  in  reporting- 
parliamentary  debates  without  ever  having  heard  the 
speeches.  Following  other  performances,  some  of  which 
were  professional,  Garrick  took  London  by  storm  on  Octo¬ 
ber  19,  1741,  when  he  appeared  as  King  Eichard  the  Third 
at  Giffard’s  theatre  in  Goodman’s  Fields.  The  second 
piece  that  night  was  Fielding’s  “Virgin  Unmask’d.”  As 
Goodman’s  Fields  was  an  irregular  theatre,  the  Licensing 
Act  of  1737  had  to  be  dodged,  as  I  have  explained  in  a  pre¬ 
vious  chapter,  by  performing  the  two  pieces  gratis  between 
the  parts  of  “a  Concert  of  Vocal  and  Instrumental  Music,” 
for  which  tickets  were  sold  at  the  usual  prices.  Concealing 
his  real  name  in  the  playbills  under  that  of  “A  Gentleman,” 
Garrick  rapidly  increased  the  number  of  his  roles  in  both 
tragedy  and  comedy  before  the  season  ended.  He  played 
many  times  Jack  Smatter  in  the  dramatized  “Pamela,” 
writing,  it  is  said,  the  part  himself,  and  created  a  sensation 
with  his  Bayes  of  “The  Behearsal”  by  his  burlesque  mim¬ 
icry  of  the  voice,  manner,  and  gesture  of  the  leading  actors 
at  the  other  theatres.  He  thus  displayed  on  the  stage  an  art 
akin  to  that  which  Fielding  had  displayed  in  literature.  The 
next  season,  Garrick  was  secured  for  Drury  Lane,  where 
his  great  career  as  actor  and  manager  really  began.  Then 
or  before,  he  fell  in  with  Fielding. 

It  was  a  lifelong  friendship  in  which  each  well  under¬ 
stood  the  other.  Fielding  thought  that  the  stage  had  never 
had  Garrick’s  equal  and  never  would  have  again.  But  if 
an  anecdote  in  Macklin’s  “Memoirs”  is  to  be  believed,  he 
was  disposed  to  rally  Garrick  on  a  closeness  amounting 
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almost  to  avarice.  On  one  occasion,  near  this  time,  it  is 
related  there,  “Garrick  gave  a  dinner  at  his  lodgings  to 
Harry  Fielding,  Macklin,  Havard,  Mrs.  Cibber,  &c,  &c.  and 
vails  to  servants  being  then  much  the  fashion,  Macklin,  and 
most  of  the  company,  gave  Garrick’s  man  (David,  a  Welch¬ 
man)  something  at  parting — some  a  shilling,  some  half  a 
crown,  &c.  whilst  Fielding,  very  formally,  slipt  a  piece  of 
paper  in  his  hand,  with  something  folded  in  the  inside. 
When  the  company  were  all  gone,  David  seeming  to  be  in 
high  glee,  Garrick  asked  him  how  much  he  got.  ‘I  can’t 
tell  you  yet,  Sir,’  said  Davy:  ‘here  is  half  a  crown  from 
Mrs.  Cibber,  Got  pless  hur — here  is  a  shilling  from  Mr. 
Macklin — here  is  two  from  Mr.  Havard,  &c. — and  here  is 
something  more  from  the  Poet  [that  is,  Fielding],  Got  pless 
his  merry  heart.’  By  this  time  David  had  unfolded  the 
paper,  when,  to  his  astonishment,  he  saw  it  contain  no  more 
than  one  penny!  Garrick  felt  nettled  at  this,  and  next 
day  spoke  to  Fielding,  about  the  impropriety  of  jesting 
with  a  servant.  ‘Jesting!’  said  Fielding,  with  a  seeming 
surprise :  ‘  so  far  from  it,  that  I  meant  to  do  the  fellow  a 
real  piece  of  service ;  for  had  I  given  him  a  shilling,  or  half 
a  crown,  I  knew  you  would  have  taken  it  from  him ;  but  by 
giving  him  only  a  penny,  he  had  a  chance  of  calling  it  his 
own.’  ”*  Garrick  retaliated,  so  the  story  goes,  by  mimick¬ 
ing  Fielding  just  as  he  had  mimicked  the  actors. 

One  evening,  early  in  1743,  Garrick  remarked  to  Fielding 
that  he  was  desirous  of  appearing  in  a  new  part,  and  asked 
him  whether  he  had  an  unacted  play  by  him.  Fielding 
replied  that  he  had  one  “almost  finished,”  but  that  Fleet- 
wood,  the  manager  of  Drury  Lane,  would  hardly  care  to 
bring  it  out  that  season.  Garrick,  however,  insisted;  and 
Fleetwood  was  friendly  to  the  proposal.  So  “The  Good- 
Natur’d  Man,”  really  an  old  play  revised,  was  ordered  to 
be  written  into  parts  for  the  actors.  But  at  the  last  mo- 

*  W.  Cooke,  “Memoirs  of  Charles  Macklin,”  1804,  pp.  146-147. 
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ment,  Fielding  substituted  for  it  another  that  had  long  lain 
by  him.  He  saw,  he  said,  on  perusal,  that  “The  Good- 
Natur’d  Man”  contained  no  considerable  role  for  a  fa¬ 
vourite  actor.  The  other  piece,  “The  Wedding  Day,”  was 
a  comedy  that  Fielding  began  as  far  back  as  1730 — “the 
third  dramatic  performance,”*  he  said,  perhaps  not  quite 
accurately,  that  he  ever  attempted — and  would  keep  Gar¬ 
rick  almost  continuously  on  the  stage.  Its  leading  parts 
had  been  intended  for  Wilks  and  Mrs.  Oldfield;  but  Mrs. 
Oldfield  died  before  the  play  was  finished  and  it  was  never 
shown  to  Wilks,  between  whom  and  Fielding  arose  a  slight 
quarrel.  Subsequently  it  was  rejected  by  Rich.  On  exami¬ 
nation,  this  juvenile  production  proved  to  be  very  crude  in 
places,  and  Fielding  set  about  to  make  it  over  by  working 
night  and  day  for  a  week.  Hardly  had  he  begun  his  altera¬ 
tions  before  his  wife  became  so  dangerously  ill  that  he  was 
rendered  incapable  of  executing  his  task.  He  therefore  let 
the  comedy  go  to  the  players  without  thorough  revision,  in 
the  expectation  that  Garrick’s  wonderful  acting  would  blind 
the  audience  to  the  defects  of  the  piece.  Fielding  was  in 
distress  at  this  time,  he  said  frankly,  and  could  not  let  slip 
an  opportunity  for  relief.  There  was  also  some  trouble 
with  the  licenser,  who  objected  to  certain  passages,  all  of 
which  Fielding  struck  out.  It  was  nevertheless  noised 
about  that  the  play  was  indecent,  and  ladies  were  advised 
to  stay  away  from  the  performance.  In  these  unfortunate 
circumstances  “The  Wedding  Day”  reached  the  stage  on 
February  17,  1743,  and  ran  continuously  for  six  nights.f 
It  was  then  laid  aside  for  good,  though  Fielding  announced 
that  he  would  rewrite  it  for  the  ensuing  season.  It  com¬ 
pletely  failed.  No  more  than  five  ladies  were  present  on 
the  last  night,  which  was  the  author’s  benefit,  so  effective, 

*  See  preface  to  “Miscellanies,”  1743,  for  facts  about  “The  Wedding 
Day.  ’  ’ 

f  “The  London  Daily  Post,”  Feb.  17,  et  seq.,  1743. 
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said  Fielding,  had  been  the  rumours  against  it.  The 
manager  of  Drury  Lane  lost  by  it,  and  Fielding  received 
only  fifty  pounds  exclusive  of  what  Millar,  who  immediately 
published  it,  may  have  paid  for  the  copyright.  The  printed 
play  evidently  sold  well,  for  there  were  two  or  more  impres¬ 
sions  of  the  first  edition. 

Though  “The  Wedding  Day”  is  not  a  first-rate  comedy, 
its  fate  wa,s  hardly  deserved.  Garrick,  according  to  Field¬ 
ing,  made  “a  surprising  figure’ ’  as  Millamour.  Macklin, 
who  wrote  and  delivered  a  very  humorous  prologue,  had  a 
good  part,  and  Mrs.  Pritchard  and  Peg  Woffington  were  the 
young  ladies  of  the  piece.  As  in  “Miss  Lucy,”  Mrs.  Mack¬ 
lin  played  the  bawd.  It  was  a  splendid  company.  One 
misses  only  Mrs.  Clive,  who  had  had  the  leading  role  in  so 
many  of  the  author’s  plays.  A  story  got  into  print — it  is 
in  a  poem  that  Hanbury  Williams  contributed  to  “The 
Foundling  Hospital  for  Wit,”  which  was  published  in 
March — that  Fielding  tried  to  persuade  her  to  take  the  part 
of  Mrs.  Useful,  and  that  she  became  in  consequence  furious. 
She  wanted  the  role  of  Charlotte  or  Clarinda,  and  would 
have  none  other : 

A  bawd !  a  bawd !  where  is  that  scoundrel  poet  ? 

Fine  work  indeed !  By  G — d  the  town  shall  know  it. 

F — Id — g  who  heard,  and  saw  her  passion  rise, 

Thus  answer’d  calmly:  Prithee  C — ve  be  wise, 

This  part  will  suit  your  humour,  taste,  and  size.* 

The  play  failed,  according  to  Murphy,  on  account  of  one 
unfortunate  scene;  but  for  that  Garrick  would  have  won 
over  the  audience.  It  is  not  clear  just  what  Murphy  had 
in  mind.  It  may  be  that  the  audience  resented  the  scenes 
where  Garrick  assumed  the  role  of  a  quack  physician,  though 
they  are  excellent  comedy,  or  the  one  where  Stedfast 
marries  by  mistake  his  own  daughter.  Probably,  however, 

*  Reprinted  in  “Works  of  Sir  Charles  Hanbury  Williams,’ ’  1822,  II,  190. 
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Garrick  was  interrupted  more  than  once  at  some  very  cyni¬ 
cal  but  very  brilliant  epigrams  that  Fielding  put  into  the 
mouth  of  Millamour  early  in  the  play.  I  doubt  whether 
Garrick  got  through  the  second  scene — the  one  between 
Millamour  and  Mrs.  Useful — without  a  hiss.  Scenting 
failure,  Macklin  advised  the  author  in  his  prologue  to  aban¬ 
don  the  stage  and  to  stick  to  “honest  Abram  Adams.”  It 
was  on  the  whole  good  advice. 

Everything  known  about  Fielding  at  this  time  points  to 
the  conclusion  that  his  affairs  had  been  drifting  into  a  des¬ 
perate  state  since  he  left  ‘  ‘  The  Champion.  ’  ’  The  law,  upon 
the  practice  of  which  he  entered  late,  had  not  been  suffi¬ 
cient  for  the  support  of  his  family  in  the  way  he  wished  to 
live.  Hence  his  numerous  cheap  pamphlets,  his  test  of  the 
market  for  a  fresh  translation  of  Aristophanes,  and  his 
readiness  to  bring  upon  the  stage  old  plays  which  had  been 
discarded  as  not  up  to  the  theatrical  standard.  His  gout, 
for  one  winter  at  least,  had  interfered  with  the  law;  and 
the  continued  illness  of  his  wife  after  the  death  of  Char¬ 
lotte  was  unnerving  him.  ‘  ‘  When  I  look  a  year  or  two  back¬ 
wards,”  he  wrote  on  publishing  his  “Miscellanies”  in  the 
spring  of  1743,  “and  survey  the  accidents  which  have  be¬ 
fallen  me,  and  the  distresses  I  have  waded  through  whilst 
I  have  been  engaged  in  these  works,  I  could  almost  chal¬ 
lenge  some  philosophy  to  myself,  for  having  been  able  to 
finish  them  as  I  have ;  and  however  imperfectly  that  may  be, 
I  am  convinced  the  reader,  was  he  acquainted  with  the 
whole,  would  want  very  little  good-nature  to  extinguish  his 
disdain  at  any  faults  he  meets  with.  .  .  .  And  now,  my 
good-natured  reader,  recommending  my  works  to  your  can¬ 
dour,  I  bid  you  heartily  farewell;  and  take  this  with  you, 
that  you  may  never  be  interrupted  in  the  reading  these  Mis¬ 
cellanies,  with  that  degree  of  heart-ach  which  hath  often 
discomposed  me  in  the  writing  them.” 

Besides  illness  and  death,  Fielding  hints  here  and  else- 
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where  at  other  troubles,  which  were,  he  says,  “very  proper 
decorations”  to  the  scene  of  woe.  What  he  meant  by  this 
remark  may  be  partially  uncovered  in  the  records  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas.  On  March  27,  1741,  he  gave  his 
note  for  £197,  payable  on  demand,  to  one  Joseph  King. 
After  repeated  demands  for  payment,  King  brought  suit 
to  recover  the  debt  during  Trinity  term  of  the  next  year. 
Fielding  himself,  who  was  in  the  West,  did  not  appear  in 
court;  and  his  attorney,  a  certain  Thomas  Buckle,  who 
appeared  for  him,  presented  no  answer  to  the  complaint, 
saying  that  his  client  had  none.  Judgment  was  accordingly 
rendered  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  full  amount  of 
the  debt  and  fifty  shillings  more  as  damages.  The  order 
of  the  court  bears  the  date  of  July  7,  1742.*  This  incident, 
though  it  cannot  be  followed  further,  tells  the  story.  Field¬ 
ing  was  borrowing  money  and  was  unable  to  pay.  His 
friends  came  to  the  rescue. 

Among  them  was  Ralph  Allen,  the  postmaster  at  Bath. 
This  generous  man,  whose  virtues  were  praised  by  Pope, 
Pitt,  and  Warburton,  acquired  a  large  fortune — twelve 
thousand  pounds  or  more  a  year — as  farmer  of  the  cross- 
posts  over  western  England.  He  devised,  it  is  said,  these 
short  routes  for  the  delivery  of  mail,  to  the  great  con¬ 
venience  of  the  rural  districts  as  well  as  to  his  own  emolu¬ 
ment.  He  also  worked  several  quarries  of  white  stone,  out 
of  which  were  built  the  new  Bath  and  his  own  mansion  at 
Prior  Park,  beyond  Widcombe  and  two  or  three  miles 
southeast  of  Bath.  His  gifts  to  charity  were  munificent, 
and  he  was  always  ready  to  relieve  anyone  in  distress.  He 
had  a  large  number  of  friends,  who,  after  the  completion  of 

*  Common  Pleas,  Trinity  Term,  1742,  16  George  II,  Roll  522  (Record  Office). 
There  are  also  in  the  King’s  Bench  docket  entries  in  Trinity  Term,  1742,  show¬ 
ing  that  Henry  Fielding  was  the  plaintiff,  and  Randolph  Seagrim  the  defendant, 
in  a  case  where  the  “judgment  for  debt”  was  given  against  the  latter;  but 
the  roll  containing  this  case  is  apparently  no  longer  in  existence.  Accordingly 
it  cannot  be  determined  whether  there  is  any  connection  between  the  two  cases. 
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his  mansion,  visited  him  for  long,  periods.  There,  in  the 
winter  of  1741-1742,  Pope  and  Warbnrton  spent  several 
weeks  together;  there,  too,  at  near -the  same  time  had  been 
“courteously  entertained”  Henry  Fielding.  Twice  Field¬ 
ing  referred  to  Allen  in  “Joseph  Andrews” — “a  com¬ 
moner,  raised  higher  above  the  multitude  by  superior 
talents  than  is  in  the  power  of  his  prince  to  exalt  him; 
whose  behaviour  to  those  he  hath  obliged  is  more  amiable 
than  the  obligation  itself.”  To  his  new  friend  Fielding 
attributed  all  the  qualities  that  Pope  had  bestowed  upon 
the  Man  of  Eoss  in  the  book  of  verses.  Fielding  and  Pope 
may  never  have  met  at  Prior  Park,  but  its  owner  must  have 
contributed  to  an  understanding  between  them.  Thereafter 
Fielding  began  to  praise  the  scholarship  of  Warburton  also. 

According  to  a  rumour  which  spread  from  Bath,  Allen 
read  something  of  Fielding’s  that  he  liked  and  sent  the 
author  £200  for  his  encouragement.  A  positive  statement 
to  this  effect  was  made  in  a  letter  dated  May  10,  1763,  from 
Samuel  Derrick,  the  master  of  ceremonies  at  Bath.*  Al¬ 
though  it  may  not  have  been  precisely  this  way,  Fielding 
had  certainly  received  unsolicited  assistance  from  Allen 
just  before  the  publication  of  “Joseph  Andrews.”  Such 
is  the  inference  from  Fielding’s  language  in  that  novel. 
The  only  doubtful  points  in  the  story  are  the  amount  of 
the  gift  and  whether  it  was  made  before  or  after  a  personal 
acquaintance.  Whatever  the  amount  and  circumstances 
of  this  first  gift,  perhaps  £200  came  from  the  postmaster  at 
Bath  to  release  Fielding  from  the  clutches  of  Joseph  King. 
Instead  of  going  to  Salisbury  after  the  summer  Assizes  of 
1742,  Fielding,  his  wife  probably  with  him,  went  to  Bath  to 
drink  the  waters.  Allen  had  just  been  elected  mayor. 
While  in  the  Pump  Eoom  one  day,  Fielding  wrote  ex¬ 
tempore  some  pretty  verses  to  a  Miss  H — and,  concluding 
with  a  tribute  to  the  skill  of  Dr.  Thomas  Brewster,  a  phy- 

*  Samuel  Derrick,  “Letters,”  1767,  II,  58. 
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sician  at  Bath,  who  may  have  been  prescribing  for  Mrs. 
Fielding  as  well  as  for  Miss  H — and.  The  lines  run : 

Soon  shall  these  bounteous  springs  thy  wish  bestow, 

Soon  in  each  feature  sprightly  health  shall  glow; 

Thy  eyes  regain  their  fire,  thy  limbs  their  grace, 

And  roses  join  the  lillies  in  thy  face. 

But  say,  sweet  maid,  what  waters  can  remove 
The  pangs  of  cold  despair,  of  hopeless  love? 

The  deadly  star  which  lights  th’  autumnal  skies 
Shines  not  so  bright,  so  fatal  as  those  eyes. 

The  pains  which  from  their  influence  we  endure, 

Not  Brewster,  glory  of  his  art,  can  cure.* 

The  lady  with  those  fatal  eyes,  it  has  been  shrewdly  con¬ 
jectured,  was  Jane  Husband,  the  daughter  of  a  baronet, 
whose  surname  Fielding  partially  suppressed  just  as  he 
was  accustomed  to  do  in  publishing  poems  of  his  youth  ad¬ 
dressed  to  the  belles  of  Salisbury.  The  story  of  Miss  Hus¬ 
band  is  all  in  Lord  Campbell’s  life  of  the  man  whom  she 
afterwards  married.  She  was,  says  the  biographer,  “a 
very  young  girl  of  exquisite  beauty,  who,  from  illness,  had 
lost  the  use  of  her  limbs  so  completely  that  she  was  only 
able  to  appear  in  public  wheeled  about  in  a  chair.  She 
was  the  daughter  and  co-heiress  of  Sir  John  Husband,  of 
Ipsley,  in  Warwickshire.”  Just  as  Fielding  predicted,  the 
waters  completely  restored  her,  and  the  next  year  she  be¬ 
came  the  wife  of  Fielding’s  friend  Robert  Henley,  sub¬ 
sequently  the  Earl  of  Northington  and  a  Lord  Chancellor. 
The  marriage  ceremony  was  performed  by  Thomas  Newton, 
afterwards  Bishop  of  Bristol,  but  at  that  time  a  preacher 
at  the  Chapel  in  Spring  Gardens.  He  was  the  divine  who 
probably  read  the  service  for  the  dead  over  Fielding’s 
daughter  Charlotte.  Henley,  who  travelled  the  Western 
Circuit,  seems  to  have  first  met  Miss  Husband  at  the  time 
Fielding  paid  his  tribute  to  her  beauty ;  and  struck  by  her 

*  ‘  *  Miscellanies,  ”  1743,  I,  114. 


378 


THE  MISCELLANIES 

charms,  he  “contrived  to  he  introduced  to  her,  when  he  was 
still  more  fascinated  by  her  conversation.  ’  ’  Was  it  Field¬ 
ing  who  introduced  them?  Not  long  afterwards  Miss  Hus¬ 
band  hung  up  her  crutches  as  a  votive  offering  to  the  nymph 
of  the  spring  and  led  in  the  dance  with  her  handsome  suitor. 
Was  it  love  or  the  waters  that  wrought  the  miraculous 
cure?* 

Fielding’s  visit  to  Bath  in  1742  was,  I  take  it,  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  a  residence  there ;  sometimes  for  several  months  of 
each  year.  The  first  house  in  the  neighbourhood  with  which 
tradition  has  associated  his  name  is  at  Twerton  on  the 
lower  Bristol  road,  a  mile  and  a  half  from  Bath.  It  is  a 
seventeenth-century  house  built  all  of  stone — roof  as  well 
as  walls — now  known  as  “Fielding’s  Lodge,”  from  the 
rear  of  which  is  a  view  down  the  River  Avon.  A  brass 
tablet  by  the  doorway  informs  the  traveller  that  once 
lived  there  “The  Father  of  the  English  Novel.”  At  a 
later  date,  tradition  has  it,  Fielding  settled  at  Widcombe 
in  the  lodge  belonging  to  Widcombe  manor,  an  estate  which 
Allen  had  recently  purchased.  It  is  a  beautiful  situation 
by  an  ancient  church  dedicated  to  Thomas  a  Becket,  well 
up  the  hill,  from  which  may  be  seen  in  full  view  the  mansion 
of  Prior  Park  rising  still  higher.  Much  of  that  scene  was 
destined  to  be  reproduced  in  “Tom  Jones”;  and  all  the 
qualities  of  Fielding’s  benefactor  were  there  to  be  fused 
into  a  character  of  perfect  goodness. 

Other  friends  gave  support  to  Fielding’s  literary  activ¬ 
ities  in  the  way  most  common  in  the  eighteenth  century. 
For  some  time,  even  before  the  publication  of  “Joseph 
Andrews,”  Fielding  had  been  preparing  to  bring  out  by 
subscription  such  of  his  miscellaneous  writings  in  verse 
and  prose  as  he  wished  to  preserve,  along  with  new  essays 

*  On  the  identification,  see  Mr.  J.  Paul  de  Castro,  “Notes  and  Queries,” 
12  S.  I,  483-484  (June  17,  1916).  See  also  John,  Lord  Campbell,  “The  Lives 
of  the  Lord  Chancellors,”  1846,  V,  179-180. 
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and  fictions — enough  of  them  to  give  freshness  to  the  collec¬ 
tion.  On  June  3,  1742,  Henry  Woodfall  printed  for  him 
seven  hundred  proposals  to  be  sent  out  to  possible  sub¬ 
scribers;*  and  two  days  later  appeared  in  “The  Daily 
Post”  the  following  advertisement — a  reprint  of  the  cir¬ 
cular  letter — clearly  written  by  Fielding  himself : 

11  This  Day  are  publish’d, 

Proposals  for  printing  by  Subscription, 
Miscellanies  in  Three  Volumes  Octavo. 

By  Henry  Fielding,  Esq ; 

“The  first  Volume  will  contain  all  his  Works  in  Verse, 
and  some  short  Essays  in  Prose. 

“The  second  Volume  will  contain,  a  Journey  from  this 
World  to  the  next. 

“The  third  Volume  will  contain,  the  History  of  that 
truly  renowned  Person  Jonathan  Wyld,  Esq;  in  which 
not  only  his  Character,  but  that  of  divers  other  great 
Personages  of  his  Time,  will  be  set  in  a  just  and  true 
Light. 

“The  Price  to  Subscribers  is  One  Guinea;  and  Two 
Guineas  for  the  Royal  Paper.  One  Half  of  which  is  to 
be  paid  at  Subscribing,  the  other  on  the  Delivery  of  the 
Book  in  Sheets.  The  Subscribers  Names  will  be  printed. 

“Note,  The  Publication  of  these  Volumes  hath  been 
hitherto  retarded  by  the  Author’s  indisposition  last 
Winter,  and  a  Train  of  melancholy  Accidents  scarce  to 
be  parallell’d;  but  he  takes  this  Opportunity  to  assure 
his  Subscribers,  that  he  will  most  certainly  deliver  them 
within  the  Time  mentioned  in  his  last  Receipts,  viz.  by 
the  25th  of  December  next. 

“Subscriptions  are  taken  in  by  Mr  A.  Millar,  Book¬ 
seller,  opposite  St.  Clement’s  Church  in  the  Strand. 

“As  the  Books  will  very  shortly  go  to  the  Press,  Mr 

*  “Notes  and  Queries,”  1  S.  XI,  419  (June.  2,  1855). 
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Fielding  begs  the  Favour  of  those  who  intend  to  subscribe 
to  do  it  immediately.  ’  ’• 

But  those  books  were  not  to  be  in  the  hands  of  sub¬ 
scribers  at  Christmas.  For  the  greater  part  of  the  winter 
of  1742-1743,  Mrs.  Fielding  was  again  extremely  ill;  and 
her  husband’s  first  thought — they  are  his  own  words — was 
for  “one  from  whom  I  draw  all  the  solid  comfort  of  my 
life.”  Her  condition,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  kept  him 
from  making  over  “The  Wedding  Bay,”  also  interfered 
with  his  completion  of  the  new  pieces  that  were  to  go  into 
the  “Miscellanies.”  Publication  was  accordingly  delayed 
until  April  12,  1743 — the  date  given  in  “The  London  Daily 
Post.”  The  subscription  copies  were  “printed  for  the 
author”  and  “sold  by  A.  Millar”;  that  is,  the  bookseller 
merely  acted  as  the  author’s  agent  in  the  distribution,  so 
that  all  profits  might  go  to  Fielding.  After  the  subscribers 
had  been  supplied,  the  remaining  copies  were  bound  up, 
later  in  April,  without  the  list  of  subscribers,  and  labelled 
“The  Second  Edition.”  On  the  new  title-page,  “printed 
for  the  author”  was  displaced  by  “printed  for  A.  Millar.” 
This  so-called  second  edition,  differing  from  the  first  only 
in  its  preliminary  pages,  went  to  the  general  public  at  fifteen 
shillings  a  set.  The  sale  was  slow,  for  we  find  Millar  still 
advertising  the  second  edition  of  the  “Miscellanies”  in 
“The  True  Patriot”  for  February  18,  1746.  The  publica¬ 
tion,  however,  served  its  immediate  purpose.  There  were, 
all  told,  427  subscribers,  who  took  556  sets,  of  which  214 
were  on  royal  paper.  This  means  that  the  total  receipts 
from  subscribers  amounted  to  770  guineas,  a  very  hand¬ 
some  purse  for  an  author  in  need  of  money.* 

It  was  a  notable  list  of  subscribers,  with  the  Prince  of 

*  The  printer’s  bill  for  the  third  edition  of  “Joseph  Andrews,”  numbering 
3,000  copies,  was  £45.  (  See  “Notes  and  Queries,”  Nov.,  1917,  p.  465.)  The 
bill  for  printing  the  “Miscellanies”  must  have  been  under  £100.  Hence 
Fielding's  profit  was  nearly  seven  hundred  guineas. 
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Wales  at  the  head,  who  had  use  for  fifteen  sets  on  the  best 
paper.  Dukes  and  Earls  were  there — among  the  rest, 
Argyle,  Bedford,  Chesterfield,  Devonshire,  Denbigh,  Marl¬ 
borough,  Newcastle,  Richmond,  and  Westmoreland.  Even 
Walpole,  just  elevated  to  the  peerage,  sent  in  his  name  for 
ten  sets.  Did  he  read  the  scathing  allegory  of  his  own 
career  in  the  life  of  Jonathan  Wild?  Duchesses  and  Count¬ 
esses,  too,  were  there — to  cite  a  few,  Pembroke,  Stratford, 
Richmond,  and  Shaftesbury;  and  to  the  beauty  of  the  last 
two  Fielding  referred  in  his  verses.  Political  leaders  out¬ 
side  the  nobility  were  there  also — Pitt  and  Lyttelton,  Dod- 
ington  and  Hanbury  Williams  of  course.  The  Church  was 
represented  by  Bishop  Hoadly  of  Winchester,  royal  chap¬ 
lains,  and  humbler  members  of  the  clergy.  Medicine  had 
its  quota  in  Dr.  Edward  Wilmot,  physician  to  his  Majesty, 
and  Dr.  William  Wasey,  of  St.  George’s  Hospital,  down  to 
Dr.  Thomas  Brewster  of  Bath  and  Dr.  John  Barker  of 
Salisbury,  an  authority  on  epidemic  fevers.  Admiral  Ver¬ 
non  was  a  subscriber;  and  Charles  Fleetwood,  manager  of 
Drury  Lane  Theatre,  took  twenty  sets,  perhaps  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  among  the  players ;  while  Mrs.  Clive  and  Mr.  Gar¬ 
rick  subscribed  on  their  own  account,  the  latter  for  the 
cheap  paper.  But  what  pleased  Fielding  most  was  the 
array  of  judges  and  lawyers,  whose  names  comprised 
“more  than  half  the  list,”  he  said  in  thanking  them  for 
their  good  feeling  towards  “a  late  and  unworthy  member” 
of  the  profession.  Members  of  Gray’s  Inn,  Lincoln’s  Inn, 
and  the  Inner  Temple,  as  well  as  of  his  own  Middle  Temple, 
nearly  all  put  down  their  names  for  the  benefit  of  a  brother 
whom  they  saw  come  and  go  every  day — “a  tall  man  with 
a  grey  coat  and  a  long  chin.  ’  ’ 

Certain  names  were  conspicuous  for  their  absence.  One 
looks  in  vain  for  Pope  and  Ralph  Allen.  A  list  of  subscrib¬ 
ers,  however,  is  never  complete ;  some  names  fail  to  appear 
through  delay,  oversight,  or  the  desire  of  the  subscriber.  It 
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thus  happened  in  Allen’s  case  and*probably  in  Pope’s  like¬ 
wise.  Pope,  writing  to  Allen,  on  April  12,  1743,  about 
Martha  Blount  and  Warburton,  remarked  casually: 

“Fielding  has  sent  the  Books  you  subscribed  for  by  ye 
Hand  I  imployed  in  conveying  y*5  20!1  to  him.  In  one  Cbapt? 
of  ye  Second  vol.  be  has  payd  you  a  pretty  Complement 
upon  your  House.”* 

Who  was  that  unknown  “hand”?  Some  London  or  Bath 
friend  who  acted  as  intermediary  in  a  three-cornered 
friendship.  The  “pretty  complement”  which  Pope  had 
observed  in  the  second  volume  of  the  “Miscellanies”  may 
he  found  in  “A  Journey  from  this  World  to  the  Next,” 
where  the  travellers,  coming  in  the  allegory  to  the  parting 
of  the  ways — the  road  to  greatness  and  the  road  to  good¬ 
ness, — take  the  latter  and  so  have  in  view  during  all  the 
rest  of  the  journey  “a  handsome  building  .  .  .  greatly 
resembling  a  certain  house  by  the  Bath.”  What  fine  com¬ 
pliments  to  Pope,  too,  here  and  there  in  the  volumes ! 

Fielding  introduced  his  “Miscellanies”  with  a  preface, 
from  which  I  have  quoted,  invaluable  for  its  autobiography. 
He  there  set  forth  his  intent  in  the  more  important  pieces 
and  gave  a  partial  account  of  their  origin  and  history. 
Concerning  the  poems,  which  came  first  after  the  preface, 
he  begged  the  reader  to  pass  upon  them  lightly  as  “pro¬ 
ductions  of  the  heart  rather  than  of  the  head”;  for  though 
he  had  written  verse  since  boyhood,  it  had  never  been  his 
pursuit.  It  was  his  aim,  he  said,  to  include  in  the  collec¬ 
tion  all  his  occasional  poems,  with  one  or  two  exceptions, 
that  he  could  recall  or  procure  copies  of.  He  purposely 
excluded  the  songs  and  mock-heroic  verses  of  his  plays,  as 
well  as  the  long  burlesque  named  “The  Vernoniad.”  One 
of  the  poems  which  he  omitted — if  indeed  it  had  then  been 
written — has  since  been  restored  to  his  works ;  it  is  a 
rather  pretty  poem  in  Hudibrastic  metre  called  “Plain 

*  Letters  from  Pope  to  Ralph  Allen,  British  Museum,  Egerton  MSS.,  1947. 
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Truth,”*  on  the  reigning  beauty  at  Bath.  The  “plain 
truth”  was  that  Venus,  when  visiting  the  waters,  always 
wore  the  face  of  Betty  Dalston.  Other  verses  not  found  in 
the  “Miscellanies”  might  be  doubtfully  culled  from  the 
original  files  of  “The  Champion”;  but  they  have  no  sig¬ 
nificance.  Except  the  shorter  lyrics  such  as  those  to  Celia, 
most  of  the  juvenile  poems  which  Fielding  brought  together 
betray  by  their  allusions  extensive  revision;  and  the  best 
of  the  long  poems  were  composed  near  the  time  of  publica¬ 
tion.  As  a  sort  of  dedication  to  his  friends  or  patrons, 
Fielding  opened  the  first  volume  with  “True  Greatness,  an 
Epistle  to  George  Dodington,  Esq,”  “Good-Nature,  to  his 
Grace  the  Duke  of  Richmond,”  and  “Liberty,  to  George 
Lyttleton,  Esq.”  In  the  same  category  belong  “To  a 
Friend  on  the  Choice  of  a  Wife,”  evidently  complimenting 
Lyttelton  on  his  marriage  in  the  summer  of  1742,  and  “To 
John  Hayes,  Esq.,”  one  of  Fielding’s  associates  in  the 
Middle  Temple.  “True  Greatness,”  as  we  have  seen 
earlier,  had  been  published  separately  in  1741;  and  four 
lines  of  “Good-Nature,”  varying  somewhat  in  phrase,  had 
been  worked  into  the  sixth  number  of  “The  Champion.” 
All  these  semi-dedicatory  epistles  are  average  Popean 
verses  depicting  the  characters  of  real  and  imaginary  men 
and  women,  with  praise  of  the  Patriots,  of  the  poet  Young 
— the  Muse’s  darling — of  Handel,  Quin,  and  Garrick. 
Placed  first,  they  struck  the  keynote  of  the  “Miscellanies,” 
that  there  is  no  necessary  connection  between  goodness  and 
greatness ;  that  the  good  man  is  not  sure  to  thrive  in  this 
world,  that  the  great  man  is  often  a  rogue. 

Here  Walpole  saw,  if  never  before,  the  two  poems  ad¬ 
dressed  to  him  by  the  poor  bard  who  looked  down  from  his 
garret  upon  the  house  of  the  Prime  Minister  in  Arlington 
Street ;  and  Mrs.  Fielding  consented  to  the  inclusion  of  the 

*  Dodsley,  “A  Collection  of  Poems  in  Six  Volumes  by  Several  Hands,”  1758, 
V,  302-305. 
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poems  in  which  her  lover  had  extolled  her  above  all  the 
nymphs  of  Salisbury,  though  he  suppressed,  perhaps  by 
her  persuasion,  all  lines  that  reflected  on  her  rivals.  The 
burlesque  modernization  of  Juvenal’s  “Sixth  Satire,” 
which  Fielding  sketched  out  after  being  jilted  by  Sarah 
Andrew  in  his  boyhood,  was  filled  in  with  numerous  allu¬ 
sions  to  contemporary  incidents  and  persons,  in  the  way  of 
banter  or  satire.  He  referred,  for  example,  to  the  “perfect 
Pamela”;  mentioned  Clive,  Woffington,  and  Beard,  all  of 
whom  had  taken  parts  in  his  last  plays ;  and  drew  the  char¬ 
acter  of  Mrs.  Theophilus  Cibber,  who  was  living  apart  from 
her  husband.  In  the  manner  of  Pope,  Juvenal’s  Latin  ran 
along  on  opposite  pages  with  the  burlesque  translation; 
and  both  texts  were  elaborately  annotated  as  if  it  were 
a  serious  undertaking.  To  this  kind  of  humour,  the  world 
has  since  grown  callous.  One  rather  turns  to  Fielding’s 
shorter  poems  for  his  wit  and  cleverness,  to  poems  like  the 
lines  “Written  Extempore  on  a  Half-penny,”  the  first  ver¬ 
sion  of  which  had  appeared  in  “The  Champion.”  Better 
still  are  occasional  epigrams,  such  as  the  one  on  John 
Watts,  the  former  publisher  of  Fielding’s  dramatic  pieces, 
who  falls  into  a  rage  on  seeing  a  play  damned  which  he  has 
agreed  to  take;  or  the  epitaph  for  Butler’s  monument  in 
Westminster  Abbey  with  its  sting  in  the  last  line : 

What  tho’  alive,  neglected  and  undone, 

O  let  thy  spirit  triumph  in  this  stone. 

No  greater  honour  could  men  pay  thy  parts, 

For  when  they  give  a  stone,  they  give  their  hearts. 

In  defiance  of  the  critics,  Fielding  reprinted  “The  Wed¬ 
ding  Day,  ’  ’  in  company  with  ‘  ‘  Eurydice,  ’  ’*  that  unpublished 
farce  which  had  been  hissed  from  the  stage  six  years  before. 
For  the  first  time  appeared  here  also  “An  Interlude  be¬ 
tween  Jupiter,  Juno,  Apollo,  and  Mercury,  which  was  orig- 

*  Fielding  thus  altered  the  spelling  from  “Euridice.” 
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inally  intended  as  an  Introduction  to  a  Comedy,  called, 
Jupiter’s  Descent  on  Earth.”  Had  Fielding  finished  his 
comedy,  it  would  have  been  a  light  social  satire  like  his 
“Eurydice”;  they  would  have  been  companion  pieces. 
Probably  the  failure  of  “ Eurydice”  had  discouraged  him 
from  proceeding  with  “Jupiter’s  Descent  on  Earth.”  So 
he  moulded  the  four  scenes  which  he  had  by  him  into  an 
interlude  complete  enough  to  be  enjoyed  by  itself.  This  he 
did,  as  is  clear  from  the  fragment,  while  his  translation  of 
“Plutus”  was  fresh  in  memory.  The  interlude  lays  out 
a  good  situation  for  a  farce.  Jupiter  has  decided  to  visit 
the  earth  for  two  reasons.  In  the  first  place  he  wants  a  rest 
from  the  tongue  of  Juno,  with  whom  he  has  just  had  a 
quarrel.  In  the  second  place  he  has  been  reading  some  of 
the  recent  dedications  of  authors  to  their  patrons,  who  are 
described  therein  as  greater  than  the  gods;  he  would  like, 
he  says,  “to  take  a  trip  to  earth  and  spend  some  time  in 
such  God-like  company.”  By  the  aid  of  Mercury,  these 
gentlemen,  “feeding  on  soft  dedication,”  were  to  be 
stripped  of  their  divine  attributes.  The  interlude  is,  of 
course,  but  a  trifle;  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  another 
strip  of  drama,  not  fashioned  for  the  stage,  which  Fielding 
called  “A  Dialogue  between  Alexander  the  Great  and 
Diogenes  the  Cynic,”  in  which  each  character  is  cleverly 
made  to  show  up  the  cruelty  and  meanness  of  the  other. 
Fielding  liked  neither  the  military  hero  nor  the  cynic. 

Some  other  little  things  also  found  their  way  into  the 
“Miscellanies” — perhaps  merely  to  fill  out  the  number  of 
pages.  Such,  for  example,  is  a  translation  of  “The  First 
Olynthiac  of  Demosthenes.”  It  is  probable  that  Fielding 
made  and  published  this  translation  somewhere  in  1739  or 
1740  as  an  address  applicable  to  the  political  situation  in 
those  years.  Both  Athens  and  England  had  a  Philip  to 
contend  with ;  with  both  the  question  was  a  supply  of  men 
and  treasures  for  a  war ;  and  Demosthenes  was  the  Patriot 
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of  the  Athenians.  Let  Pitt  stand  for  Demosthenes,  and 
the  analogy  becomes  complete.  Lest  this  surmise  seem 
fanciful,  it  may  be  added  that,  in  the  winter  of  1737-1738, 
‘ ‘ Common  Sense”*  had  as  its  leading  articles  three 
abridged  translations  of  Demosthenes,  “  occasioned  by 
Philip’s  insulting  the  Athenians.”  The  parallel  was  ob¬ 
vious  to  readers  of  that  day. 

A  grave  seriousness  was  given  to  the  volumes  by  three 
lengthy  essays.  As  hinted  at  in  the  first  of  them,  called 
“An  Essay  on  Conversation,”  his  dull  friend  James 
Harris  of  Salisbury,  was  then  at  work  upon  “An  En¬ 
quiry  into  Happiness,”  which  duly  appeared  the  next 
year  as  “Concerning  Happiness”  in  the  philosopher’s 
“Three  Treatises.”  Harris  lent  Fielding  his  manuscript 
on  happiness,  from  which  were  derived  some  reflections  on 
man  as  “a  social  animal.”  From  this  beginning,  Fielding 
developed  in  his  “Essay  on  Conversation”  a  dissertation 
on  good  breeding,  mingled  with  classical  quotations,  anec¬ 
dotes,  and  allusions  to  his  friends,  and  ending  with  very 
interesting  remarks  on  wit,  humour,  and  raillery  in  so  far 
as  they  have  a  bearing  on  the  conduct  of  the  complete 
gentleman,  of  whom  the  Earl  of  Chesterfield  was  taken  as 
the  pattern.  Here  the  country  gentleman  might  learn  how 
he  should  treat  a  visitor,  the  visitor  might  learn  how  he 
should  conduct  himself,  and  everyone  received  directions 
for  his  speech  and  behaviour  when  associating  with  per¬ 
sons  of  his  own  station  or  below  or  above  him.  Good 
breeding,  Fielding  held,  is  confined  to  no  rank  or  fortune, 
but  consists  in  an  endeavour  “to  cultivate  the  good-humour 
and  happiness  of  others.”  The  only  raillery  that  he  would 
permit  was  ‘  ‘  a  gentle  animadversion  on  some  foible ;  which 
while  it  raises  a  laugh  in  the  rest  of  the  company,  doth  not 
put  the  person  rallied  out  of  countenance,  or  expose  him  to 
shame  and  contempt.  On  the  contrary,  the  jest  should  be 

*  Nov.  26,  Dec.  24,  1737;  and  Feb.  4,  1738. 
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so  delicate,  that  the  object  of  it  should  be  capable  of  joining 
in  the  mirth  it  occasions.  ’  ’ 

With  this  conclusion,  Fielding  moved  forward  into  “An 
Essay  on  the  Knowledge  of  the  Characters  of  Men,”  replete 
with  practical  observations  on  how  to  read  men  by  their 
faces — on  what  one  may  expect  of  the  austere  countenance, 
the  fierce  aspect,  the  glavering  smile,  and  the  squire’s 
chuckle.  It  was  his  favourite  theme  of  hypocrisy  carried 
out  to  a  humorous  unmasking  of  the  formal  saint.  The 
physiognomist,  it  is  admitted,  may  make  mistakes,  and  he 
should,  therefore,  usually  hold  his  judgment  in  suspense, 
until  he  can  observe  a  man’s  behaviour  when  off  his  guard 
or  when  there  is  no  motive  for  deceit.  “See  whether  he 
hath  acted  the  part  of  a  good  son,  brother,  husband,  father, 
friend,  master,  servant,  etc.;  if  he  hath  discharged  these 
duties  well,  your  confidence  will  have  a  good  foundation; 
but  if  he  hath  behaved  himself  in  these  offices  with  tyranny, 
with  cruelty,  with  infidelity,  with  inconstancy,  you  may  be 
assured  he  will  take  the  first  opportunity  his  interest  points 
out  to  him,  of  exercising  the  same  ill  talents  at  your  ex¬ 
pence.”  On  the  other  hand  there  are  faces  which  may 
be  accepted  at  once ;  such  as  the  ‘  ‘  sprightly  and  penetrating 
look,”  “the  cheerful  composed  serenity,”  and  the  “fiery 
cast  of  the  eyes,”  which  are,  taking  them  in  order,  almost 
certain  tokens  of  understanding,  good  nature,  and  courage. 
The  essay  itself  is  more  penetrating,  more  wise,  more  just, 
than  can  be  inferred  from  any  brief  account  of  it. 
Throughout  are  displayed  those  unusual  perceptive 
powers  that  made  a  novelist  of  the  author. 

More  intimate  was  the  third  essay — “Of  the  Remedy  of 
Affliction  for  the  Loss  of  our  Friends,”  coloured  if  not 
occasioned  by  the  death  of  his  daughter  Charlotte.  For  so 
intense  grief  he  could  discover  no  complete  remedy;  he 
could  not  reach  the  heights  of  Cicero  and  Seneca — those 
“glorious  writers”  who  prescribed  a  Stoical  philosophy  as 
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“a  certain  and  infallible  method”  to  calm  all  the  per¬ 
turbations  of  the  mind.  He  himself  belonged  to  a  lower 
order  of  mortals,  to  the  great  class  of  common  men  who 
share  in  “the  more  amiable  weaknesses  of  human  nature,” 
who  cannot  meet  with  indifference  sudden  and  unexpected 
bereavement,  who  in  the  first  agonies  of  grief  cannot  re¬ 
strain  the  tears  and  lamentation  which  philosophers  look 
down  upon  as  “marks  of  effeminacy”  or  “a  contemptible 
imbecility  of  heart.”  All  that  he  can  prescribe  is  confined 
to  “some  palliative  remedies”  such  as  he  administered  to 
himself  when  suffering  from  an  anguish  of  the  mind  which 
exceeded  a  hundred-fold  the  torments  of  the  gout.  “And 
if  Montaigne,”  he  added,  “be  right  in  his  choice  of  a  phy¬ 
sician,  who  had  himself  had  the  disease  which  he  under¬ 
took  to  cure,  I  shall  at  least  have  that  pretension  to  some 
confidence  and  regard.”  Fielding’s  meditations  for  the 
comfort  of  the  distressed  took  a  wide  range  through  phi¬ 
losophy  and  religion,  in  reflections  on  the  shortness  of  life, 
the  certainty  of  death,  and  the  accidents  to  which  one  is 
exposed,  on  to  the  conclusion  that  we  should  be  thankful  for 
the  friends  that  fortune  has  given  us  rather  than  rail  at 
her  for  taking  them  away  sooner  than  we  expected.  Speak¬ 
ing  from  his  own  experience,  he  gave  as  his  opinion,  that 
though  there  is  “more  real  happiness  in  life  than  the  wisest 
men  have  allowed,  ”  it  is  overbalanced  by  the  evil.  Where¬ 
fore  “death  is  not  that  king  of  terrors  as  he  is  represented 
to  be”;  to  the  good  man  it  can  be  no  misfortune,  for  it  is 
but  the  beginning  of  another  existence  where  the  virtues  we 
loved  him  for  will  become  “the  foundation  of  his  happiness 
and  reward  in  a  better  world.  ’  ’  And  finally,  religion — read 
Sherlock  in  his  “Discourse  on  Death” — further  assures  us 
that  our  friendships  will  be  renewed  and  cemented  in  a 
union  everlasting.  “This  is  a  hope,”  declared  Fielding, 
“which  no  reasoning  shall  ever  argue  me  out  of,  nor  mil¬ 
lions  of  such  worlds  as  this  should  purchase :  nor  can  any 
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man  shew  me  its  absolute  impossibility,  ’till  be  can  demon¬ 
strate  that  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  Almighty  to  bestow 
it  on  me.  ’  ’ 

Meditations  on  life  and  death  were,  however,  but  streaks 
in  volumes  where  humour,  irony,  and  banter  became  more 
and  more  the  prevailing  colour  as  the  author  progressed. 
In  “An  Essay  on  Nothing,”  which  took  its  cue  from  Lord 
Rochester’s  facetious  stanzas  “Upon  Nothing,”  Fielding 
proved  that  “nothing”  has  all  the  attributes  of  matter  so- 
called,  that  it  is  really  the  “immaterial  essence”  or  “im¬ 
material  substance”  which  Hobbes  and  other  philosophers 
have  written  and  disputed  about.  “Nothing,”  as  common 
speech  shows,  can  be  seen,  heard,  smelled,  tasted,  touched — 
and  thus  completely  known.  To  say  nothing  of  the  mod¬ 
erns,  did  not  the  wisest  man  of  antiquity  confess  that  he 
knew  nothing?  Contrary  to  the  adage,  ex  nihilo  nihil  fit, 
everything  proceeds  from  nothing,  and  in  nothing  all  things 
of  this  world  find  their  eventual  rest.  From  nothing  to 
nothing  come  and  go  the  honours  paid  to  courtiers,  the 
“bustle  and  hurry”  of  misers,  the  godlike  passions  of 
“Alexander,  Caesar,  and  all  the  rest  of  that  heroic  band.” 
And  “true  virtue,  wisdom,  learning,  wit,  and  integrity,  will 
most  certainly  bring  their  possessors — nothing.  ’  ’  So  Field¬ 
ing  prattled  on  delightfully  for  pages  over  ‘  ‘  nothing,  ’  ’  with 
nothing  in  his  head,  stopping  once  for  a  compliment  to 
Lord  Chesterfield  and  the  young  poet  James  Hammond, 
just  dead.* 

One  of  these  playful  satires  got  into  print  some  weeks 
before  it  appeared  in  the  “Miscellanies.”  Roberts  pub¬ 
lished  it  on  February  16,  1743, f  as  a  sixpenny  pamphlet 
under  the  title:  “Some  Papers  Proper  to  be  Read  before 

the  R - 1  Society,  Concerning  the  Terrestrial  Chrysipus, 

Golden-Foot  or  Guinea;  An  Insect,  or  Vegetable,  resem- 

*  “Notes  and  Queries,”  12  S.  II,  443  (Dec.  2,  1916). 

t  “The  Daily  Post,”  Feb.  16,  1743. 
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bling  the  Polypus,  which  hath  this  surprising  Property, 
That  being  cut  into  several  Pieces,  each  Piece  becomes  a 
perfect  Animal,  or  Vegetable,  as  complete  as  that  of  which  it 
was  originally  only  a  Part.  Collected  by  Petrus  Gualterus, 
But  not  Published  till  after  His  Death.’ ’  This  skit  had  its 
origin  in  a  paper  contributed  in  November,  1742,  to  the 
“Philosophical  Transactions  of  the  Royal  Society”*  by 
Abraham  Trembley,  a  distinguished  Swiss  naturalist  and 
Fellow  of  the  Royal  Society.  He  was  then  living  at  Sorg- 
vliet  near  The  Hague,  where  he  discovered  several  new 
species  of  fresh  water  polypi  or  polyps  and  carried  on 
experiments  in  their  regeneration  as  novel  and  startling  to 
biological  science  as  they  were  ridiculous  to  men  like  Swift 
and  Fielding,  who  knew  little  of  science  and  cared  nothing 
for  it.  To  them  all  scientific  pursuit  was  sheer  waste  of  the 
intellect  upon  trivial  things.  As  if  in  response  to  Fielding’s 
waggish  invitation,  Trembley  sent  over  in  1744  another 
communication  to  the  President  of  the  Royal  Society,  and 
published  at  Leyden  a  full  account  of  his  experiments  and 
discoveries  in  “Memoires  pour  servir  a  l’histoire  d’un 
genre  des  polypes  d’eau  douce,  a  bras  en  forme  de 
cornes.”  Subsequently  he  became  governor  to  the  young 
Duke  of  Richmond,  the  son  of  Fielding’s  friend,  and  trav¬ 
elled  with  him  in  Italy  and  Germany.  Trembley ’s  papers 
and  book  brought  him  great  and  deserved  fame.  He  was 
indeed  a  century  in  advance  of  his  age  in  methods  and  re¬ 
sults  ;  for  at  that  time  little  or  nothing  was  known  concern¬ 
ing  nature’s  reproduction  of  the  lost  parts  or  the  destroyed 
organs  of  animals.  Trembley  cut  his  polyps  transversely, 
split  them  lengthwise,  and  found  that  the  several  parts 
quickly  developed  all  that  had  been  lost  by  the  process,  each 
section  becoming  a  perfectly  formed  polypus.  When  he 
turned  them  inside  out,  they  still  lived,  and  the  stomach 

*  ‘  ‘  Philosophical  Transactions,  Abridged  and  Disposed  under  General 
Heads,”  IX,  17,  et  seq. 
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lining  changed  to  skin.  They  ate  and  thrived  just  as  if 
nothing  had  happened  to  them.  Enlarging  upon  the  char¬ 
acteristic  behaviour  of  polyps,  the  scientist  had  much  to 
say  of  their  adherescent  quality;  they  would,  for  instance, 
attach  themselves  so  closely  to  the  hand  that  it  was  difficult 
to  make  them  quit  their  hold.  Here  lay  matter  for  a  jest 
were  one  so  disposed. 

What  Fielding  did  in  his  ‘  ‘  Chrysipus  ’  ’  was  to  run  up 
a  burlesque  parallel  on  the  Hutch  experiments.  The  poly¬ 
pus  became  the  chrysipus,  or  the  English  guinea;  and  for 
the  learned  Trembley  was  substituted  the  late  “Mynheer 
Petrus  Gfualterus” — that  is,  Peter  Walter,  the  miser  and 
unjust  steward  whom  Fielding  had  satirized  in  “Joseph 
Andrews”  as  Peter  Pounce.  The  terrestrial  chrysipi,  says 
Fielding,  should  be  looked  for  in  “scrutores,  and  behind 
wainscotes  in  old  houses,”  except  during  the  Parliamen¬ 
tary  elections,  when  “these  animals  swarm  in  England  all 
over  the  country,  like  the  locusts.”  Any  one  of  them  may 
be  divided,  as  easily  as  the  polypus,  into  twenty-one  parts, 
each  as  large  as  the  original;  and  if  one  goes  on  with  the 
subdivision,  each  part  becomes  rather  heavier  than  the  first 
chrysipus,  although  the  colour  changes  from  golden  yellow 
to  white  or  silver  and  finally  to  copper  or  the  ‘  ‘  complexion 
and  substance  of  many  human  faces.”  Under  the  prudent 
management  of  a  Peter  Walter,  each  will  creep,  and  eat,  and 
grow,  whatever  its  colour ;  and  the  pouch  may  be  turned  in¬ 
side  out  as  readily  as  an  old  stocking.  In  their  adhesiveness, 
there  is  one  marked  difference  between  the  polypus  and 
the  chrysipus,  for  the  former  clings  to  the  hand  of  its  own 
accord,  whereas  it  is  the  hand  that  clings  to  the  latter.  “A 
single  chrysipus,”  says  Fielding,  “stuck  on  to  the  finger, 
will  make  a  man  talk  for  a  full  hour,  nay  will  make  him  say 
whatever  the  person  who  sticks  it  on  desires:  And  again, 
if  you  desire  silence,  it  will  as  effectually  stop  the  most  lo¬ 
quacious  tongue.  Sometimes,  indeed,  one  or  two,  or  even 
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twenty,  are  not  sufficient ;  but  if  you  apply  the  proper  num¬ 
ber,  they  seldom  or  never  fail  of  success.”  To  illustrate 
how  the  chrysipus  sticks  to  a  finger,  the  pamphlet  was 
adorned  with  the  “figure”  of  a  ruffled  hand  just  touching 
the  crown  of  a  guinea  with  a  forefinger,  preliminary  to  a 
firm  and  lasting  grasp. 
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* * Chrysipus ’ ’  and  ‘‘An  Essay  on  Nothing”  were  experi¬ 
ments  in  those  brief  Menippean  satires  such  as  Lucian 
sometimes  composed.  Of  the  same  class,  too,  was  “A  Dia¬ 
logue  between  Alexander  the  Great  and  Diogenes  the 
Cynic”;  while  “An  Interlude  between  Jupiter,  Juno, 
Apollo,  and  Mercury”  was  a  variation  on  one  of  Lucian’s 
“Dialogues  of  the  Gods.”  Fielding  was,  however,  more 
fond  of  the  “Dialogues  of  the  Dead,”  and  that  masterpiece 
of  burlesque  and  irony  called  “A  True  Story,”  which 
parodies  tales  of  adventure  and  takes  the  reader  down  into 
Hades  for  conversations  with  the  Greek  heroes  quite 
different  in  tone  from  those  given  by  Homer  in  the  Odyssey. 
As  already  described,  Fielding  had  long  ago  descended  into 
the  lower  world  for  the  scene  of  his  “Pleasures  of  the 
Town  ”  in  “  The  Author ’s  Farce  ’  ’ ;  and  in  ‘  ‘  The  Champion  ’  ’ 
of  May  24,  1740,  he  had  adapted  one  of  the  Charon  dia¬ 
logues — it  is  one  that  boys  read  at  Eton — to  the  society  of 
his  own  time,  introducing  among  others  himself  and  the 
laureate.  In  a  similar  vein  but  with  more  use  of  “A  True 
Story,”  he  now  wrote  “A  Journey  from  this  World  to  the 
Next,”  which  surpasses  in  humour  and  irony  all  other 
attempts  by  himself  or  anyone  else  to  modernize  Lucian. 
Except  for  an  incident  here  and  there,  it  is  not  an  imitation ; 
it  came  from  an  imagination  filled  with  the  literature  of 
Hades  as  one  finds  it  not  only  in  Lucian  but  almost  equally 
in  Homer  and  Virgil.  Just  as  Cervantes,  had  he  flourished 
in  the  England  of  George  the  Second,  might  have  written 
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something  like  ‘  ‘  J oseph  Andrews  ”  $  so  Lucian,  had  he  been 
living  then,  would  have  more  surely  given  the  world  a  satire 
like  Fielding’s  “Journey,”  dwelling  in  the  same  way  upon 
death  as  the  stern  unmasker  of  all  pretence  and  deceit. 

When  Fielding  composed  his  “Journey,”  comprising 
more  than  half  of  the  second  volume  of  the  ‘  ‘  Miscellanies,  ’  ’ 
is  a  question  which  has  perplexed  his  biographers.  Although 
no  positive  statement  can  be  made,  it  is  probable  that  he 
sat  down  to  it  near  the  first  day  of  December,  1741,  the 
date  with  which  the  narrative  opens ;  but  that  he  was  com¬ 
pelled  to  suspend  work  owing  to  his  other  literary  projects, 
especially  the  publication  of  “Joseph  Andrews,”  and  to 
the  severe  illness  of  his  wife  and  daughter  as  well  as  of 
himself.  The  satire  contains,  says  a  footnote,  passages  that 
relate  to  events  within  “this  year  or  two.”  There  is,  for 
example,  a  reference  to  “our  last  Lord  Mayor,”  whose  vir¬ 
tues  carry  him  so  easily  into  the  Elysian  Fields.  Here,  then, 
should  be  an  index  to  the  date  of  composition.  It  happens, 
however,  that  two  Lord  Mayors  of  London  had  recently 
died  in  office — Humphrey  Parsons  on  March  21,  1741,  and 
Sir  Robert  Godschall  on  June  26,  1742.  Although  God- 
schall  appears  to  have  been  an  estimable  man,  it  was  Par¬ 
sons,  president  of  Bridewell  and  Bethlehem  hospitals,  who 
was  beloved  by  the  people.  He  is  “the  good  Lord  Mayor,” 
whose  praises  were  sung  by  Dr.  Atterbury  and  others.  To 
him  “the  incorruptible”  hero  whose  death  was  lamented 
by  the  citizens  of  London,  Fielding  would  allude  rather 
than  to  the  colourless  Godschall.  The  inference,  then,  is 
that  Fielding  had  written  the  seventh  chapter  of  “The 
Journey,”  where  the  late  Lord  Mayor  is  welcomed  into 
Elysium,  some  time  before  the  death  of  Godschall,  and  that 
he  let  the  passage  stand.  It  is  also  worth  notice,  in  passing, 
that  in  the  tenth  chapter  Fielding  speaks  of  St.  Chrysos¬ 
tom’s  fondness  for  the  plays  of  Aristophanes,  which  a 
servant  placed  on  his  pillow  every  night,  so  that  the  volume 
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might  be  ready  for  the  pious  bishop’s  eyes  in  the  morning. 
The  story  is  likewise  told  in  the  preface  to  the  translation 
of  “Plutus”  which  Fielding  and  Young  put  together  in  the 
spring  of  1742.  Again,  Parson  Adams  is  mentioned  in  the 
introduction ;  and  in  the  eighth  chapter,  Fielding  clearly  has 
in  mind  the  death  of  his  daughter  Charlotte  when  he  writes 
of  the  child  met  in  the  Elysian  Fields.  These  and  some 
other  considerations  point  clearly  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  “Journey,”  though  probably  begun  before  “Joseph 
Andrews,”  was  mainly  written  during  the  weeks  imme¬ 
diately  succeeding. 

Among  the  ancients,  the  way  to  the  entrance  of  Hades 
was  usually  by  boat  over  distant  seas ;  but  as  more  in  har¬ 
mony  with  English  custom,  Fielding  made  the  journey  by 
land  in  a  stagecoach  that  set  out  on  a  cold  winter’s  night 
from  Warwick  Lane  under  the  very  shadow  of  Newgate, 
the  prison-house  where  many  ladies  as  well  as  gentlemen 
in  the  eighteenth  century  passed  the  remnant  of  their 
mortality.  Though  the  seven  passengers  who  squeezed 
into  that  immaterial  coach  were  but  shades,  their  conversa¬ 
tion,  reflecting  mortal  whims  and  passions,  gave  Fielding 
a  chance  for  social  banter  and  satire  in  the  manner  of  the 
famous  journey  in  “Joseph  Andrews”  down  towards  the 
West.  Everywhere  the  scenes  and  characters  are  intensely 
real;  for  the  author  could  not  detach  himself  from  the  life 
about  him,  however  much  he  might  try.  The  protagonist, 
who  died  of  a  “fever  on  the  spirits,”  was  a  vague  likeness, 
though  not  a  portrait,  of  Fielding  himself ;  and  several  of 
the  characters,  it  is  definitely  stated,  resembled  certain  un¬ 
named  contemporaries.  In  its  general  effect,  the  “Jour¬ 
ney”  is  an  allegory  of  life,  ending  before  the  gate  of 
Elysium,  where  everyone  must  cast  aside  his  hypocrisies 
and  be  judged  by  the  quality  of  his  deeds.  Few  pass 
through  the  portal,  and  none  who  is  without  charity. 

Twice  the  coach  halted  before  reaching  “the  banks  of 
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the  great  river  Cocytus.”  Some  hours  were  first  passed 
at  the  dreadful  City  of  Diseases,  for  a  description  of  which 
Fielding  drew  upon  the  Covent  Garden  district,  with  its 
taverns,  brothels,  and  tawdry  women,  and  upon  The  Hague 
in  summer,  when  the  stench  rising  from  the  canals  is  unen¬ 
durable  to  anyone  but  a  Dutchman.  In  that  city  flourished 
all  the  fashionable  diseases  that  carry  people  off,  and  all 
the  physicians  who  spend  their  time  in  experiments  “to 
purge  away  the  immortality  of  the  soul.’ ’  A  hoary  miser 
was  undergoing  there  the  torture  of  giving  away  a  shilling 
a  day  from  his  immense  accumulations;  after  they  should 
be  exhausted  he  was  to  return  to  the  earth  for  another 
seventy  years  to  play  again  the  part  of  a  miser ;  and  then, 
his  character  “being  purified  in  the  body  of  a  hog,”  he  was 
destined  to  enter  the  human  species  for  a  last  trial.  Not 
far  distant  was  the  Palace  of  Death,  resembling  in  outward 
splendour  nothing  on  earth  so  much  as  the  palace  at  Blen¬ 
heim.  None  of  the  trophies  of  Marlborough,  however,  were 
to  be  seen ;  for  the  great  Duke  never  sent  a  soul  to  the  Court 
of  Death  if  he  could  help  it.  The  real  heroes  were  Charles 
the  Twelfth  of  Sweden  and  Alexander  of  Macedon,  between 
whom  stood  Death  the  Emperor,  extending  a  hand  to  be 
kissed  by  all  in  attendance.  A  little  more  jolting  brought 
the  company  to  Cocytus,  where  they  left  their  coach,  and 
after  crossing  the  river  in  a  boat,  performed  the  rest  of 
the  journey  on  foot.  Once  they  stopped  to  admire  an 
immense  wheel  of  fortune  presided  over  by  an  ugly  woman, 
who  allotted  to  spirits  about  to  enter  the  world  their  vir¬ 
tues,  vices,  passions,  and  occupations.  Chance  settled  the 
question  whether  a  man  should  become  a  king,  a  philoso¬ 
pher,  or  “a  miserable  damned  poet,”  and  so  on  through 
the  list  of  man’s  labours.  Those  who  drew  the  highest 
prizes  were  most  discontented,  and  often  exchanges  were 
made  in  consequence.  Such  had  formerly  been  the  case 
with  Alexander  and  Diogenes;  but  for  an  exchange  of 
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tickets,  he  that  was  afterwards  Diogenes  would  have  been 
Alexander. 

At  length,  purged  of  all  earthly  passions,  the  travellers 
reached  the  gate  of  Elysium,  and  stood  by,  in  a  prodigious 
crowd  of  spirits,  to  watch  the  procedure  of  Minos  the 
judge  as  he  let  one  through,  or  sent  another  back  to  the 
earth  to  purify  himself  in  a  second  life,  or  thrust  those 
guilty  of  heinous  crimes  through  a  little  back  gate  into 
the  bottomless  pit.  The  beau,  the  coquette,  the  virtuoso 
or  collector  of  butterflies,  the  patriot,  the  military  com¬ 
mander  with  his  army  of  invaders,  and  a  parson  who  had 
let  four  of  his  parishioners  die  of  starvation,  were  all  told 
to  return  to  the  upper  world.  A  poet  who  expected  to  be 
saved  by  the  strict  morality  of  his  works — meaning  thereby 
his  “dramatic  works” — narrowly  escaped  the  same  fate; 
hut  when  it  transpired  that  he  had  once  lent  the  whole 
profits  of  a  benefit  night  to  a  friend  in  distress,  the  gates 
flew  open,  and  Minos  requested  him,  in  view  of  this  act, 
to  spare  the  further  ‘  ‘  remembrance  of  his  plays.  ’  ’  Another 
spirit,  fearing  that  he  might  be  kicked  into  Tartarus,  ap¬ 
proached  the  judge,  and  in  trembling  voice  begged  him  for 
mercy,  saying  “he  hoped  Minos  would  consider,  that  tho’ 
he  had  gone  astray,  he  had  suffered  for  it,  that  it  was  neces¬ 
sity  which  drove  him  to  the  robbery  of  eighteen  pence, 
which  he  had  committed,  and  for  which  he  was  hanged: 
that  he  had  done  some  good  actions  in  his  life,  that  he  had 
supported  an  aged  parent  with  his  labour,  that  he  had 
been  a  very  tender  husband  and  a  kind  father,  and  that 
he  had  ruined  himself  by  being  bail  for  his  friend.  At 
which  words  the  gate  opened,  and  Minos  bid  him  enter, 
giving  him  a  slap  on  the  back  as  he  passed  by  him.  ’  ’  Of  the 
company  that  had  come  in  the  stagecoach  from  Warwick 
Lane,  a  fair  spirit  was  admitted  without  hesitation,  though 
she  had  died  of  a  fever  brought  on  by  overdancing  her¬ 
self  at  a  ball;  while  a  grave  lady  of  the  coach  “was  re- 

398 


THE  GLORY  OF  THE  MISCELLANIES 

jected  on  her  first  appearance,  Minos  declaring,  there  was 
not  a  single  prude  in  Elysium.”  “The  judge  then,”  says 
the  leader  of  the  company,  “address’d  himself  to  me,  who 
little  expected  to  pass  this  fiery  trial.  I  confess’d  I  had 
indulged  myself  very  freely  with  wine  and  woman  in  my 
youth,  but  had  never  done  an  injury  to  any  man  living,  nor 
avoided  an  opportunity  of  doing  good;  that  I  pretended 
to  very  little  virtue  more  than  general  philanthropy,  and 
private  friendship. — I  was  proceeding,  when  Minos  bid  me 
enter  the  gate,  and  not  indulge  myself  with  trumpeting 
forth  my  virtues.” 

It  was  in  a  delicious  orange  grove  of  the  Elysian  Fields 
that  this  fortunate  gentleman,  walking  with  his  beautiful 
companion  of  the  stagecoach,  first  saw  his  little  daughter 
whom  he  had  lost  several  years  before.  “Good  Gods !  what 
words  can  describe  the  raptures,  the  melting  passionate 
tenderness,  with  which  we  kiss’d  each  other,  continuing  in 
our  embrace,  with  the  most  extatic  joy,  a  space,  which  if 
time  had  been  measured  here  as  on  earth,  could  not  be  less 
than  half  a  year.  ’  ’  He  soon  fell  in  with  Leonidas  of  Sparta, 
whom  he  told  of  the  great  honours  that  had  been  recently 
paid  to  him  by  Mr.  Glover  in  a  noble  poem;  and  then  at¬ 
tended  a  concert  in  which  Sappho  sang  and  Orpheus  played 
the  violin.  Old  Homer  was  present,  and  Madame  Dacier, 
his  critic  and  expounder,  sat  in  his  lap.  The  ancient  bard 
inquired  after  Mr.  Pope,  whom  he  hoped  to  see  some  day, 
whose  translations  of  the  Iliad  had  given  him  as  much 
pleasure  as  the  original  had  given  other  people.  Milton, 
Dryden,  and  Shakespeare  were  there.  To  Shakespeare, 
the  actors  Betterton  and  Booth  were  appealing  for  the 
proper  accent  of  a  line  in  “Othello,”  but  the  dramatist 
could  not  help  them.  “Faith,  Gentlemen,”  he  told  them, 
“it  is  so  long  since  I  wrote  the  line,  I  have  forgot  my  mean¬ 
ing.”  When  other  obscure  passages  were  called  to  Shake¬ 
speare’s  attention,  he  was  not  inclined  to  talk  much  and 
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referred  all  inquirers  to  the  commentators,  saying  “if  Mr. 
Theobald  had  not  writ  about  it  sufficiently,  there  were 
three  or  four  more  new  editions  of  his  plays  coming  out, 
which  he  hoped  would  satisfy  everyone.  ’  ’  F orming  a  little 
group  apart,  stood  Virgil,  Addison,  and  Steele,  all  of  whom 
Fielding  pleasantly  characterized,  exposing  Addison’s 
blind  side  and  paying  at  the  same  time  a  fine  compliment 
to  Warburton,  who,  in  “The  Divine  Legation  of  Moses,” 
had  recently  given  a  symbolic  interpretation  to  the  descent 
of  Aeneas  into  Hades.  To  quote  the  passage  with  its 
original  capitals — 

“Virgil  then  came  up  to  me,  with  Mr.  Addison  under 
his  Arm.  Well,  Sir,  said  he,  how  many  Translations  have 
these  few  last  Years  produced  of  my  HDneid?  I  told  him, 
I  believed  several,  but  I  could  not  possibly  remember;  for 
that  I  had  never  read  any  but  Dr.  Trapp’s. — Ay,  said  he, 
that  is  a  curious  Piece  indeed !  I  then  acquainted  him  with 
the  Discovery  made  by  Mr.  Warburton  of  the  Eleusinian 
Mysteries  couched  in  his  6th  Book.  What  Mysteries?  said 
Mr.  Addison.  The  Eleusinian,  answered  Virgil,  which  I 
have  disclosed  in  my  6th  Book.  How!  replied  Addison. 
You  never  mentioned  a  word  of  any  such  Mysteries  to  me 
in  all  our  Acquaintance.  I  thought  it  was  unnecessary, 
cried  the  other,  to  a  Man  of  your  infinite  Learning :  besides, 
you  always  told  me,  you  perfectly  understood  my  meaning. 
Upon  this  I  thought  the  Critic  looked  a  little  out  of  coun¬ 
tenance,  and  turned  aside  to  a  very  merry  Spirit,  one  Dick 
Steele,  who  embraced  him,  and  told  him,  He  had  been  the 
greatest  Man  upon  Earth;  that  he  readily  resigned  up  all 
the  Merit  of  his  own  Works  to  him.  Upon  which,  Addison 
gave  him  a  gracious  Smile,  and  clapping  him  on  the  Back 
with  much  Solemnity,  cried  out,  Well  said,  Dick.” 

There  were  some  surprises  for  the  visitor.  Thomas 
Thumb  unexpectedly  came  up  and  took  him  cordially  by 
the  hand  as  one  honoured,  not  disgraced,  by  that  little 
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farce  in  which  a  cow  swallowed  him.  Near  them  Adam 
was  conversing  with  Milton,  Aeneas  and  Julius  Caesar 
with  Virgil,  Achilles  and  Ulysses  with  Homer.  It  was  a 
glorious  company  of  epic  poets  and  heroes  to  which  the 
friend  of  Tom  Thumb  was  welcomed  far  beyond  his 
merits.  He  could  but  stare  when  he  saw  Oliver  Cromwell 
leaning  on  the  shoulder  of  Charles  Martel,  for  his  grand¬ 
mother  had  told  him  that  Cromwell  had  been  “carried 
away  by  the  devil  himself  in  a  tempest.”  Cromwell  de¬ 
nounced  the  report  as  a  he,  but  admitted  that  hell  would 
have  taken  him,  had  not  the  former  part  of  his  career  been 
“more  to  his  honour  than  the  latter.”  In  consideration  of 
this  fact,  Minos  had  ordered  him,  he  said,  back  to  the 
upper  world  to  be  born  a  poor  cavalier,  to  sutler  terrible 
wounds  and  untold  miseries  in  the  service  of  James  the 
Second,  apd  finally  to  die  half-starved  and  broken-hearted, 
having  been  reduced  to  the  occupation  of  “cleaning  shoes, 
and  snuffing  candles  at  the  opera”  over  in  Paris,  whither 
he  had  followed  his  unhappy  master  after  the  Battle  of 
the  Boyne.  As  soon  as  Cromwell  had  thus  been  made  to 
feel  acutely  some  of  the  'misfortunes  of  that  House  which 
he  had  bitterly  attacked  in  his  first  life,  Minos  decided  to 
let  him  into  Elysium.  Anne  Boleyn,  whom  some  of  the  his¬ 
tories  had  painted  “as  black  as  hell,”  had  also  gained  ad¬ 
mittance.  She  gave  a  most  charming  and  feminine  account 
of  her  career,  keeping  back,  however,  none  of  her  weak¬ 
nesses.  Minos  had  hesitated  a  little  over  her  case,  she 
said,  but  finally  told  her  to  enter,  since  anyone  who  “had 
suffered  being  a  queen  for  four  years,  and  been  sensible 
during  all  that  time  of  the  real  misery  which  attends  that 
exalted  station,  ought  to  be  forgiven  whatever  she  had 
done  to  obtain  it.” 

But  the  shade  whose  presence  most  startled  the  company 
was  that  of  Julian  the  Apostate,  whom,  it  was  supposed, 
had  long  been  undergoing  torments  in  the  bottomless  pit. 
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This  renouncer  of  Christianity  explained  that  Minos  had 
indeed  rejected  his  first  claims  to  Elysium,  but  instead  of 
kicking  him  through  the  little  gate  to  the  realm  below, 
decided  to  put  him  through  a  score  or  more  of  pilgrimages 
on  earth  as  a  punishment  greater  than  any  that  hell  offered 
for  his  despicable  conduct.  Thereupon  Julian  began  the 
long  story  of  the  transmigration  of  his  soul  through  the 
centuries,  relating,  for  instance,  his  experiences  as  a  slave, 
a  Jew,  a  beau,  a  monk,  a  wise  man,  a  king,  a  fool,  a  beggar, 
a  poet,  and  a  dancing-master.  Had  he  gone  on,  he  would 
have  told  how  he  was  three  times  a  bishop  before  he  suf¬ 
fered  martyrdom  at  the  stake  in  the  body  of  Hugh  Latimer, 
thus  atoning  for  his  first  wretched  and  shameful  career. 

This  part  of  the  “Journey”  has  become  of  less  inter¬ 
est  than  the  rest.  Perhaps  it  has  not  been  quite  under¬ 
stood.  Fielding,  as  his  library  shows,  read  widely  in  the 
history  of  Europe  from  the  most  ancient  times.  He  pos¬ 
sessed  the  Greek  and  Latin  histories,  and  most  of  the  his¬ 
tories  of  England,  beginning  with  the  mediaeval  chronicles. 
He  even  owned  and  cited  such  out-of-the-way  hooks  as  the 
translation  of  Mariana’s  “General  History  of  Spain.” 
His  quarrel  with  history  was  that  it  may  tell  you  when  an 
event  takes  place  but  that  it  is  helpless  when  it  proceeds 
to  the  motives  of  the  actors.  Just  as  Lucian  burlesqued 
tales  of  adventure  in  his  ‘  ‘  True  Story,  ’  ’  Fielding  here  gave 
his  version  of  certain  episodes  in  general  history.  Events 
as  such  he  was  careless  of,  and  changed  them  at  will ;  with 
him  the  characters  were  the  main  thing.  The  result  is  that 
his  accounts  of  Cromwell,  Anne  Boleyn,  and  the  Emperor 
Julian  become,  as  they  were  intended,  an  ironic  rendering 
of  history.  It  is  a  jest  well  worth  entering  into.  Further¬ 
more,  over  the  whole  narrative  is  thrown  a  modern  atmos¬ 
phere.  The  sentiments,  anecdotes,  and  allusions  are  of 
the  eighteenth  century.  None  of  the  characters  through 
which  Julian’s  soul  passed  were  remote;  they  had  actual 
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existences  or  analogues  among  *the  men  whom  anyone 
might  see  in  the  London  of  George  the  Second. 

After  all  is  said,  however,  the  story  of  Julian’s  many 
pilgrimages  did  not  work  out  very  well.  In  length,  the 
narrative  is  out  of  all  proportion  to  those  brief  and  vivid 
first  chapters;  the  humour  lags;  the  style  labours;  and 
who  cares  what  happened  to  the  Emperor  Julian?  Field¬ 
ing  knew  all  this,  and  stopped,  leaving  the  tale  incomplete, 
and  by  a  device  common  in  his  time,  he  pretended  for  the 
reader’s  benefit  that  the  manuscript  of  the  “Journey” 
had  been  found  in  the  garret  of  a  stationer  doing  business 
near  the  shop  of  Andrew  Millar  in  the  Strand.  Its  frag¬ 
mentary  character,  he  told  the  reader,  should  not  be  laid 
to  the  editor  but  to  the  carelessness  of  the  stationer  who 
used  parts  of  it  in  wrapping  up  his  wares.  With  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  Parson  Adams,  the  editor  now  published  so  much 
of  the  manuscript  as  he  could  make  out  and  put  together, 
in  the  hope  that  it  would  not  be  held  against  him  as  an 
atheistical  book,  for  its  intent  was  clearly  to  teach  the 
moral,  “that  the  greatest  and  truest  happiness  which  this 
world  affords,  is  to  be  found  only  in  the  possession  of  good¬ 
ness  and  virtue.”  Notwithstanding  this  reasonable  re¬ 
quest,  Fielding’s  enemies,  according  to  Arthur  Murphy, 
charged  him  “with  an  intention  to  subvert  the  settled 
notions  of  mankind  in  philosophy  and  religion.”  Doubt¬ 
less,  the  scenes  before  and  within  the  gate  of  Elysium  gave 
offence  to  many  who  could  not  appreciate  Fielding’s 
humour,  irony,  and  insight  into  character.  Withal,  the 
frank  avowal  of  the  hero ’s  weaknesses,  written  between  jest 
and  earnest,  could  not  have  escaped  the  denunciation  of 
those  who  take  in  soberness  all  that  they  read  in  a  humorist. 

The  glory  of  the  “Miscellanies”  is  “The  Life  of  Mr. 
Jonathan  Wild  the  Great,”  or  to  give  the  second  title,  “The 
History  of  the  Life  of  the  late  Mr.  Jonathan  Wild  the 
Great,”  comprising  four  books  and  filling  the  third  and 
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last  volume.  This  mock-heroic  biography  contains  no  scene 
quite  equal  in  humour  to  the  best  in  “A  Journey  from  this 
World  to  the  Next” ;  but  as  a  sustained  piece  of  irony,  occa¬ 
sionally  breaking  into  burlesque,  there  had  been  nothing 
in  our  literature  comparable  with  it  outside  of  Swift.  The 
Lucianic  dialogue  adopted  in  the  “Journey,”  always  ad¬ 
mirable  if  kept  within  bounds,  failed  at  the  point  where 
Fielding  began  stretching  it  out,  through  the  transmigra¬ 
tion  of  souls,  into  obscure  history  with  which  few  but 
himself  were  acquainted.  On  the  other  hand,  everybody 
knew  about  the  career  of  Jonathan  Wild,  the  thief  and 
thief-taker,  who  had  been  executed  within  the  memory  of 
all  men  in  middle  life.  Moreover,  the  biography  of  this 
gentleman,  as  anyone  might  read  it  in  numerous  pam¬ 
phlets,  was  a  compact  and  well-ordered  story  quite  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  loose  narrative  inherent  in  the  design  of 
“A  Journey  from  this  World  to  the  Next.”  Fielding  could 
not  have  had  a  better  subject  for  a  piece  of  perfect  irony. 

The  real  J onathan  Wild  was  a  scapegrace  born  of  humble 
but  industrious  parents  living  at  Wolverhampton  in  Staf¬ 
fordshire.  Soon  after  reaching  his  majority,  he  deserted  a 
wife  and  child,  came  up  to  London,  and  worked  for  some 
time  at  buckle-making;  but  being  idle  and  extravagant,  he 
did  not  thrive  in  this  sober  trade ;  and  it  was  not  long  before 
a  debt  that  he  could  not  pay  sent  him  to  the  prison  in  Wood 
Street,  where  he  fell  in  with  a  loose  woman  who  introduced 
him,  when  released,  to  several  gangs  of  sharpers.  Owing 
to  an  Act  passed  in  the  time  of  King  William  making  it  a 
felony  to  receive  stolen  goods,  if  they  were  known  to  be 
stolen,  thieves  and  pickpockets  found  it  difficult  to  dispose 
of  their  “purchases,”  as  they  called  them;  at  best  the  risk 
of  meddling  with  stolen  goods  was  so  great  that  dealers 
paid  little  for  them,  and  the  poor  thief’s  occupation  was 
accordingly  losing  its  ancient  lucre.  The  clear-headed  Jona¬ 
than  at  once  set  his  mind  at  work  on  a  state  of  affairs  that 
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was  bringing  into  distress  a  large  part  of  the  London 
underworld.  The  problem,  as  be  rightly  saw  it,  was  to 
render  theft  and  robbery,  despite  the  law,  reasonably  safe 
for  all  engaged  in  the  profession  and  to  devise  at  the  same 
time  a  sure  means  of  obtaining  the  full  value  of  all  “pur¬ 
chases.”  Beginning  in  a  small  way,  he  eventually  organ¬ 
ized  a  large  corporation  of  thieves,  pickpockets,  and  high¬ 
waymen,  who  under  his  strict  supervision  plied  their  trade 
all  over  London.  His  men  usually  worked  in  gangs  so  that 
the  actual  thief  or  robber  might  be  easily  rescued  by  his 
fellows  in  case  the  exploit  threatened  to  miscarry  because 
of  haste,  commotion,  or  attempted  arrest.  If  the  thief  were 
caught,  as  would  sometimes  happen,  then  it  was  necessary 
for  his  friends  to  perjure  themselves  in  order  to  prove  an 
alibi. 

When  the  system  was  completed,  the  old  receiver  of 
stolen  goods — always  a  danger  point — disappeared  from 
view;  he  still  existed  but  lay  concealed  behind  a  sort  of 
broker’s  office  which  Jonathan  opened  near  the  Old  Bailey 
and  managed  himself  with  the  aid  of  a  corps  of  clerks.  It 
quickly  became  known  that  the  only  certain  way  to  recover 
valuables  of  which  one  had  been  robbed,  was  to  enlist  the 
aid  of  Mr.  Jonathan  Wild.  This  could  be  obtained  by  pay¬ 
ing  him  a  commission  accompanied  with  a  promise  to  give 
the  porter  who  should  deliver  the  goods  a  fixed  sum  without 
asking  any  impertinent  questions.  There  was  always  some 
delay,  for  Jonathan  professed  to  have  difficulties  in  finding 
the  thief  or  robber;  but  in  the  end  the  delivery  was  made, 
provided  the  man  bereft  of  his  goods  was  willing  to  pay  for 
their  return  what  they  were  really  worth,  or  considerably 
more  if  they  happened  to  be  heirlooms  or  especially  prized 
gifts  from  friends.  As  Jonathan  himself  never  touched 
the  goods  or  permitted  them  to  be  deposited  in  his  office,  he 
adroitly  evaded  the  law.  While  thus  restoring  property, 
he  was  also  sending  out  his  gangs  to  commit  more  robberies. 
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It  was  for  him  an  endless  circle  of  crime  and  profit.  Sus¬ 
picion  of  Jonathan’s  real  character — if  there  was  any — 
was  allayed  by  his  frequent  aid  in  the  apprehension  of  crim¬ 
inals  who  could  not  otherwise  be  reached.  He  became 
known  in  consequence  as  a  thief-catcher,  an  honest  citizen 
who  was  employing  his  intimate  knowledge  of  the  under¬ 
world  for  the  benefit  of  society.  In  keeping  with  his  as¬ 
sumed  character,  he  wore,  when  on  the  streets  or  elsewhere 
in  public,  a  laced  coat  and  carried  a  silver  staff  as  a  token 
of  authority.  To  all  appearance  he  was  a  complete  gentle¬ 
man. 

Those  behind  the  scenes  could  have  told  another  story. 
Jonathan  was  so  cruel  that  he  seemed  to  his  men  to  have 
no  heart  at  all.  Under  threats  of  the  gallows  he  extorted 
from  them  most  of  their  winnings;  the  small  share  he 
allowed  them  to  keep  would  make  them,  he  well  knew,  more 
desperate  and  eager  for  new  crimes.  If  he  turned  a  man 
over  to  justice  and  hence  to  death,  it  was  someone  with 
whom  he  had  quarrelled,  someone  whom  he  feared  or  could 
not  control,  or  someone  belonging  to  a  gang  outside  his  own 
corporation.  As  time  went  on  Jonathan  became  bolder, 
and  as  a  result  of  it  his  disguise  wore  thin.  For  example, 
one  Joseph  Blake,  known  as  Blueskin,  who  was  convicted 
of  robbery  on  evidence  supplied  by  the  gang,  attempted  to 
cut  our  hero’s  throat  in  the  bail-dock,  shouting,  as  he  in¬ 
flicted  an  ugly  wound,  that  Wild  had  first  made  a  thief  of 
him  and  then  abandoned  him.  Though  the  gash  did  not 
prove  mortal,  it  rendered  mute  Jonathan’s  voice  for  that 
trial.  Soon  after  this,  the  great  man  himself  was  trapped 
by  a  law  enacted  some  years  before,  which  declared  it  a 
felony  to  take  money  or  reward  under  pretence  of  helping 
any  person  or  persons  to  stolen  goods  or  chattels.  On 
May  24,  1725,  Mr.  Jonathan  Wild  was  hanged  at  Tyburn 
in  the  presence  of  an  immense  mob  that  had  pelted  him  all 
the  way  from  Newgate  to  the  place  of  execution. 
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It  was  an  eminently  successful  career  in  that  the  hero 
accomplished  what  he  set  out  to  do.  The  closing  scenes, 
it  is  true,  were  clouded  with  dishonour;  but  the  struggle 
was  then  over.  Public  curiosity  for  details  of  Jonathan’s 
life  was  fed  by  newspapers  and  pamphlets  which  claimed  to 
have  fresh  and  startling  facts  unknown  to  others.  Just 
after  his  arrest,  appeared,  for  instance,  “An  Authentick 
Narrative  of  the  Life  and  Actions  of  Jonathan  Wild  (Citi¬ 
zen  and  Thief-Taker  of  London),”  embellished  with  a  por¬ 
trait — “drawn  from  life” — of  the  man  sitting  in  his  cell, 
trying  to  lighten  a  careworn  face  with  his  pipe  and  a  mug 
of  ale.  It  was  a  moment  of  most  serious  reflection,  and  of 
anxiety  also,  for  his  fate  still  hung  in  the  balance.  Of 
similar  biographical  sketches  issued  as  cheap  pamphlets, 
two  that  were  published  after  the  execution  were  certainly 
from  the  pen  of  Defoe,  though  his  name  did  not  appear  on 
the  title-page.  The  first  of  them  was  called  “The  True  and 
Genuine  Account  of  the  Life  and  Actions  of  the  late  Jona¬ 
than  Wild;  not  made  up  of  Fiction  and  Fable,  but  taken 
from  his  own  Mouth,  and  collected  from  Papers  of  his 
own  Writing.”  In  a  preface,  Defoe  denounced  his  brother 
scribblers  for  romancing  the  life  of  an  “infamous  crea¬ 
ture,”  for  making  out  of  it  a  light  jest  or  a  tale  for  the 
chimney-corner,  and  then  constructed  a  picturesque  narra¬ 
tive  of  his  own  with  pauses  of  abundant  moralizing.  Jona¬ 
than  had,  readers  were  told,  six  wives  or  concubines — not 
all  at  once  of  course,  but  Bluebeard  style  in  rapid  succes¬ 
sion  ;  and  in  order  to  maintain  control  of  his  gangs,  he  had 
sent  to  the  gallows  in  the  course  of  sixteen  years  more  than 
a  hundred  confederates  in  crime.  After  whetting  the  appe¬ 
tites  of  purchasers  with  these  tales,  Defoe  put  out  another 
and  larger  pamphlet  costing  twice  as  much.  This  was,  to 
abbreviate  the  title,  ‘  ‘  The  Life  of  J onathan  Wild,  ’  ’  written 
not  by  an  outsider  but  by  “H.  D.,  late  clerk  to  Justice  R,” 
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that  is,  to  Chief  Justice  Raymond,  before  whom  Jonathan 
had  been  tried  and  convicted. 

Had  the  story  of  Jonathan  Wild  remained  where  Defoe 
left  it,  it  would  have  been  long  forgotten.  But  it  did  not 
remain  there ;  for  it  appealed  to  the  imagination.  As  soon 
as  Robert  Walpole  came  to  the  front  in  English  politics, 
people  saw  in  his  private  life  and  public  career  certain 
correspondences  with  the  rise  and  progress  of  Jonathan 
Wild.  There  were  hints  of  this  identification  in  “The 
Beggar’s  Opera”  (1728).  Peachum,  the  receiver  of  stolen 
goods,  who  was  drawn  from  Wild,  more  than  once  compares 
his  trade  with  that  of  the  statesman,  to  his  own  advantage 
and  honour.  “In  one  respect,  indeed,”  he  remarks  to 
Lockit,  “our  employment  may  be  reckon’d  dishonest,  be¬ 
cause  like  great  statesmen,  we  encourage  those  who  betray 
their  friends.”  Other  characteristics  of  Wild  which  were 
likewise  applied  to  Walpole,  appeared  in  Macheath,  the 
highwayman  who  forcibly  takes  money  and  watches  from 
reluctant  travellers  and  puts  them  into  his  own  pocket.  It 
was  a  parallel  between  a  statesman’s  taxes  and  a  robber’s 
booty.  A  few  months  later,  the  Government  prohibited  the 
performance  of  Gay’s  continuation  of  “The  Beggar’s 
Opera”  called  “Polly,”  because  it  reflected  too  closely,  in 
the  characters  of  Macheath,  Lucy,  and  Polly,  the  relations 
existing  between  Walpole,  his  wife,  and  his  mistress  Miss 
Skerrett.  Fielding,  himself,  as  we  have  seen,  played  face¬ 
tiously  with  the  intrigues  and  intimacies  of  Walpole  in 
his  ‘  ‘  Grub-Street  Opera,  ’  ’  though  he  did  not  then  bring  in 
a  comparison  with  Wild;  and  when  he  later  attacked  the 
Prime  Minister  in  “Pasquin”  and  “The  Historical  Regis¬ 
ter,”  it  was  mainly  on  the  score  of  bribery.  The  sober 
parallel  between  the  methods  of  Wild  and  Walpole  was  the 
work  of  the  Opposition  newspapers,  beginning  with  “The 
Craftsman.  ’  ’  The  parallel  was  continually  obtruding  itself 
in  the  political  articles  of  “The  Champion”  during  the 
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years  that  Fielding  conducted  that  newspaper.  “Common 
Sense”  on  one  occasion  gave  a  sketch  of  Wild  with  remarks 
on  his  levee,  crowded  with  “personages  of  the  first  rank,” 
among  whom  Jonathan  moved  as  one  “rather  born  to  a 
ribband  than  to  a  rope”;  and  on  another  occasion,  it  de¬ 
clared  that  the  House  of  Commons  could  be  no  worse  were 
it  given  over  to  a  Jonathan  Wild  and  his  gang.  When  Wal¬ 
pole  fell  from  power  in  1742,  the  allegory  became  complete. 
Of  two  great  men,  one  had  been  hanged  and  the  other  had 
met  his  fate  at  the  hands  of  an  indignant  people.  So  said 
“Common  Sense”*  in  firing  its  last  shots  at  the  nation’s 
“robber  and  oppressor.” 

Beyond  reasonable  doubt,  it  was  at  this  time  that  Field¬ 
ing  wrote  his  “Jonathan  Wild,”  retaining  the  political 
undercurrent  of  the  story  but  giving  it  a  wider  sweep. 
Most  critics,  I  am  aware,  place  the  composition  of  the 
piece,  except  for  certain  added  passages,  at  a  much  earlier 
date — in  some  cases  as  far  back  as  1737,  and  never  later 
than  the  period  when  Fielding  was  director  of  ‘ 1  The  Cham¬ 
pion.”  Recently  it  has  been  surmised  that  Fielding  wrote 
an  ironical  account  of  Jonathan  which  appeared  in  “Mist’s 
Weekly  Journal”  for  June  12  and  19,  1725,  and  afterwards 
expanded  it  into  his  novel.  He  may  indeed  have  read  that 
account  and  derived  hints  from  it,  but  he  was  altogether 
too  young  in  1725  to  have  written  that  early  psychological 
study  of  the  Newgate  hero.f  It  seems  impossible  to  the 
critics  that  Fielding,  after  discovering  himself  in  “Joseph 
Andrews,”  should  have  at  once  experimented  in  another 
type  of  fiction.  Logically,  they  say,  “Jonathan  Wild”  ante¬ 
dates  “Joseph  Andrews.”  Logically,  one  might  add, 

*  July  10,  17,  and  Oct.,  16,  1742,  as  quoted  in  “The  Gentleman’s  Maga¬ 
zine,’’  July  and  Oct.,  1742.  See  also  “The  London  Magazine,’’  Dec.,  1738; 
and  “The  Scots  Magazine,’’  Nov.,  1739,  for  other  abstracts  of  articles  in 
“Common  Sense.’’ 

t  “Notes  and  Queries,’’  11  S.  II,  261-263  (Oct.  1,  1910);  and  12  S.  II, 
442  (Dec.  2,  1916). 
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Fielding  should  never  have  wasted  his  time  on  another 
newspaper  after  leaving  “The  Champion.’ ’  The  fact  is, 
however,  that  he  was  still  to  conduct  three  more  similar 
periodicals  within  a  decade.  To  this  kind  of  logic  the  exi¬ 
gencies  of  life  can  never  be  safely  adjusted.  Again,  as 
pointing  to  an  early  date  for  “Jonathan  Wild,”  attention 
has  been  called  to  certain  parallels  between  that  work  and 
several  political  papers  in  “The  Champion.”  There  are, 
indeed,  these  marked  parallels  in  thought  and  expression. 
Scattered  through  “The  Champion”  and  the  poems  that 
Fielding  was  then  writing,  one  may  find  much  that  re¬ 
ceived  more  complete  expression  in  “Jonathan  Wild.” 
One  may  also  find  much,  if  he  looks  for  it  with  equal  dili¬ 
gence,  that  eventually  got  into  “Tom  Jones”  many  years 
afterwards.  The  fact  is,  resemblances  in  thought  and  style, 
if  unsupported  by  other  considerations,  cannot  he  relied 
upon  for  fixing  the  dates  of  Fielding’s  works,  for  it  was  his 
custom  to  revamp  his  old  ideas,  presenting  them  from 
fresh  points  of  view  in  the  light  of  a  free  play  of  the  im¬ 
agination.  It  is  probable  that  Fielding,  losing  interest  in 
his  “Journey  from  this  World  to  the  Next,”  took  up  “Jona¬ 
than  Wild”  in  the  spring  of  1742,  soon  after  Walpole  went 
down  to  defeat.  This  event  is  what  gave  force  and 
piquancy  to  the  analogy  between  the  careers  of  Walpole 
and  Wild ;  this  is  what  gave  point  to  the  phrase  in  Field¬ 
ing’s  second  title-page— “  The  Life  of  the  late  Mr.  Jonathan 
Wild  the  Great,  ’  ’  for  the  real  J onathan  had  died  seventeen 
years  before.  Everybody  had  the  analogy  in  mind,  the 
newspapers  were  dilating  upon  it,  and  it  was  the  best  and 
easiest  subject  for  Fielding,  who  had  before  him  the  task 
of  filling  up  three  volumes  of  miscellanies  for  which  sub¬ 
scribers  were  paying  him  in  advance. 

This  conclusion  receives  support  from  various  allusions 
in  the  book.  A  letter  from  Peter  Pounce  refusing  aid  to  a 
poor  bankrupt  and  a  reference  to  fortune’s  allotting  to 
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spirits  not  yet  clothed  in  the  flesh  4he  stations  they  are  to 
occupy  in  the  world,  are  details  reminiscent  respectively 
of  “Joseph  Andrews”  and  “A  Journey  from  this  World 
to  the  Next.”  Moreover,  there  is  reproduced  a  scrap  of 
the  conversation  between  Adams  and  Barnabas  on  the 
possible  salvation  of  a  sincere  Turk.  One  of  his  similes 
Fielding  says  was  made  while  he  was  travelling  over  “the 
hills  near  Bath.”  Fielding  had  travelled  over  these  hills 
more  than  once ;  but  we  know  that  he  was  at  Bath  in  1742, 
and  the  inference,  taken  with  what  follows,  is  that  he 
wrote  parts  of  his  “Jonathan”  during  the  visit.  Again, 
in  disclaiming  all  knowledge  of  supernatural  causes  of 
events,  he  ironically  refers  to  “many  occurrences  of  the 
phaenomenous  kind  which  have  lately  appeared  in  this  our 
hemisphere.  ’  ’  When  Fielding  revised  his  ‘  ‘  J onathan  ’  ’  just 
before  death,  he  altered  “recently”  to  “formerly”*  as  * tyh, A 
the  more  appropriate  word,  since  the  strange  occurrences 
were  then  no  longer  recent.  This  banter  about  the  super¬ 
natural  explanation  of  unusual  phenomena  was  almost 
certainly  occasioned  by  the  comet  of  1742,  which  made  its 
appearance  on  February  20,  and  remained  visible  through 
March.  From  the  north  and  the  south  letters  from  Whis- 
ton  and  others  came  in  to  London  periodicals  describing 
its  course  from  day  to  day;  “wond’ring  mortals”  sat  up 
nights  to  gaze  at  it ;  and  many  superstitious  people  feared 
that  it  threatened  some  national  disaster,  perhaps  indeed 
the  Last  Conflagration,  while  the  political  wits  told  them 
it  meant  nothing  more  than  the  overthrow  of  the  Ministry, 
and  so  should  be  hailed  as  a  blessed  portent. 

Of  several  political  allusions,  one  belongs  definitely  to 
the  summer  or  autumn  of  1742.  After  the  fall  of  Walpole, 
Pulteney,  who  had  led  the  Opposition  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  turned  courtier  and  accepted  a  peerage,  being 
created  Earl  of  Bath  on  July  13,  1742.  Immediately  his 

*  Edition  of  1743,  Bk.  II,  Ch.  XIII;  edition  of  1754,  Bk.  II,  Ch.  XII. 
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former  associates  fell  upon  Mm  with  a  torrent  of  vitupera¬ 
tion  that  crushed  him  forever.  No  word  in  the  English 
language  was  vile  enough  to  describe  the  character  of  this 
renegade,  who,  said  Hanbury  Williams  in  “An  Epitaph  on 
the  Political  Memory  of  the  Earl  of  Bath,”  was 

Curs’d,  scorn’d,  and  hated,  e’en  by  those  he  lov’d. 
Fielding,  still  having  some  sympathy  with  Pulteney,  ap¬ 
pears  to  have  put  him  into  a  proverb  with  a  hard  hit  at 
Walpole  and  his  mistress.  The  proverb,  afterwards  sup¬ 
pressed,  read  “Debauching  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Commons  from  his  principles,  and  creating  him  a  peer,  is 
not  much  better  than  making  a  woman  a  whore,  and  after¬ 
wards  marrying  her.”* 

With  these  passages  in  view,  woven  into  the  text  here  and 
there,  no  one  should  greatly  doubt  when  Fielding  wrote 
“Jonathan  Wild.”  It  is  the  last  production  worthy  of  his 
genius  before  the  advent  of  “Tom  Jones.” 

His  design  Fielding  explained  in  the  preface  to  the  ‘  ‘  Mis¬ 
cellanies”  and  repeatedly  enlarged  upon  it  during  the  pro¬ 
gress  of  the  story.  The  subject  of  “Jonathan  Wild”  was 
to  be  greatness,  concerning  which  he  had  written  piece¬ 
meal  in  “The  Champion”  and  several  poems.  He  held  that 
people  are  continually  confounding  the  ideas  of  greatness 
and  goodness  as  if  the  former  quality  must  include  the 
latter.  If  a  man  is  great  they  think  that  he  must  be  good 
also.  No  inference  could  be  more  false.  The  elements  of 
goodness  belong  to  the  heart;  they  are  “benevolence, 
honour,  honesty,  and  charity.”  It  is  these  that  make  the 
good  man.  The  elements  of  greatness  belong  to  the  will 
and  the  understanding;  they  are  called  “parts,”  or  ability, 
and  courage.  These  qualities  alone  are  sufficient  to  render 
a  man  great.  True,  the  elements  of  greatness  and  good¬ 
ness  sometimes  appear  in  the  same  person — in  a  Lyttelton, 
for  example — and  then  we  have  a  great  and  good  character 

*  Edition  of  1743,  Bk.  II,  Ch.  XII. 
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who  “at  once  fills  ns  with  love,  wonder,  and  delight”;  bnt 
this  perfect  equipoise  is  rare  in  human  nature.  On  the 
contrary,  most  of  the  good  men  that  we  love  are  lacking  in 
the  efficient  virtues,  they  are  often  called  fools  or  cowards  ; 
while  many  of  the  great  men  that  we  admire  have  but  as¬ 
sumed  the  virtues  of  the  heart  in  the  service  of  their  ambi¬ 
tions.  Into  the  composition  of  great  men  frequently  go 
the  worst  vices — ‘  ‘  pride,  ostentation,  insolence,  cruelty,  and 
every  kind  of  villany.” 

This  species  of  bombast  greatness  one  sees — to  para¬ 
phrase  Fielding — in  the  world’s  conquerors  and  tyrants,  in 
statesmen  and  prime  ministers,  who  have  attained  to  power, 
riches,  and  honour  through  deceit  and  humbuggery.  “In 
the  histories  of  Alexander  and  Caesar,”  said  Fielding,  “we 
are  frequently  reminded  of  their  benevolence  and  generos¬ 
ity.  When  the  former  had  with  fire  and  sword  overrun  a 
whole  empire,  and  destroyed  the  lives  of  millions  of  inno¬ 
cent  people,  we  are  told  as  an  example  of  his  benevolence, 
that  he  did  not  cut  the  throat  of  an  old  woman,  and  ravish 
her  daughters  whom  he  had  before  undone :  And  when  the 
mighty  Caesar  had  with  wonderful  greatness  of  mind  de¬ 
stroyed  the  liberties  of  his  country,  and  gotten  all  the 
power  into  his  own  hands,  we  receive,  as  an  evidence  of  his 
generosity,  his  largesses  to  his  followers  and  tools,  by  whose 
means  he  had  accomplished  his  purpose,  and  by  whose 
assistance  he  was  to  establish  it.”  This  is  the  highest  order 
of  greatness.  Somewhere  below  it  lies  an  inferior  great¬ 
ness  represented  by  Jonathan  Wild;  who,  in  justifying  his 
crimes  against  a  poor  family — robbery,  perjury,  and  at¬ 
tempted  seduction, — appealed  to  the  heroes  of  antiquity. 
“What  is  the  life  of  a  single  man?”  Jonathan  asked  him¬ 
self.  “Have  not  whole  armies  and  nations  been  sacrificed 
to  the  humour  of  ONE  GREAT  MAN?  Nay,  to  omit  that 
first  class  of  greatness,  the  conquerors  of  mankind,  how 
often  have  numbers  fallen,  by  a  fictitious  plot,  only  to 
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satisfy  the  spleen,  or  perhaps  exercise  the  ingenuity  of  a 
member  of  that  second  order  of  greatness  the  Ministerial ! 
What  have  I  done  then?  Why,  I  have  ruined  a  family,  and 
brought  an  innocent  man  to  the  gallows.  I  ought  rather  to 
weep,  with  Alexander,  that  I  have  rained  no  more,  than  to 
regret  the  little  I  have  done.  ’  ’  The  implication  everywhere 
is  that  the  qualities  which  made  Jonathan  Wild  great  have 
also  made  great  in  the  world’s  eye  Alexander,  Caesar,  and 
a  contemporary  statesman  known  pre-eminently  as  the 
Great  Man. 

The  reader  is,  however,  warned  against  a  sweeping  gen¬ 
eralization.  There  are  statesmen  of  unquestioned  patriot¬ 
ism,  and  there  are  military  commanders  who,  disregarding 
foreign  conquest,  have  fought  nobly  in  defence  of  their 
religion  and  their  country.  Rome  had  her  Brutus,  and  Eng¬ 
land  her  Marlborough.  “I  do  by  no  means  intend  in  the 
character  of  my  hero,”  Fielding  declared,  “to  represent 
human  nature  in  general.  .  .  .  But  without  considering 
Newgate  as  no  other  than  human  nature  with  its  mask  off, 
which  some  very  shameless  writers  have  done,  a  thought 
which  no  price  should  purchase  me  to  entertain,  I  think  we 
may  be  excused  for  suspecting,  that  the  splendid  palaces 
of  the  great  are  often  no  other  than  Newgate  with  the  mask 
on.  Nor  do  I  know  any  thing  which  can  raise  an  honest 
man’s  indignation  higher  than  that  the  same  morals  should 
be  in  one  place  attended  with  all  imaginable  misery  and 
infamy,  and  in  the  other,  with  the  highest  luxury  and 
honour.  Let  any  impartial  man  in  his  senses  be  asked,  for 
which  of  these  two  places  a  composition  of  cruelty,  lust, 
avarice,  rapine,  insolence,  hypocrisy,  fraud  and  treachery, 
was  best  fitted,  surely  his  answer  must  be  certain  and  im¬ 
mediate  ;  and  yet  I  am  afraid  all  these  ingredients  glossed 
over  with  wealth  and  a  title,  have  been  treated  with  the 
highest  respect  and  veneration  in  the  one,  while  one  or  two 
of  them  have  been  condemned  to  the  gallows  in  the  other.  ’  ’ 
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This  is  the  thesis  lying  behind  “Jonathan  Wild.”  As  a 
further  preliminary,  the  public  was  cautioned  not  to  expect 
a  faithful  portrait  of  the  Newgate  hero  such  as  was  drawn 
by  “that  excellent  historian” — Daniel  Defoe — who  had 
access  to  “authentic  papers  and  records.”  “To  confess 
the  truth,”  remarked  Fielding,  “my  narrative  is  rather  of 
such  actions  which  he  might  have  performed,  or  would,  or. 
should  have  performed,  than  what  he  really  did;  and  may, 
in  reality,  as  well  suit  any  other  such  great  man,  as  the  per¬ 
son  himself  whose  name  it  bears.”  That  is,  the  aim  was 
not  a  real  so  much  as  an  imaginary  biography  with  an 
undercurrent  of  social  and  political  satire  very  like  that  in 
“Pasquin”  and  “The  Historical  Register.”  Accordingly, 
Fielding  retained  of  the  old  biography  of  Wild  only  the 
merest  outline — the  beginning  and  end  of  his  career,  a  few 
incidents,  and  two  or  three  characters,  most  notably 
Blueskin. 

Having  once  attained  the  Newgate  point  of  view,  he  let 
his  imagination  play  at  will  in  fashioning  new  scenes  and 
characters  from  slight  hints  or  from  none  at  all.  It  had 
not  been  recorded  by  the  pamphleteers,  for  example,  that 
the  sound  th,  most  difficult  for  children  to  utter,  was  “the 
first  that  came  with  any  readiness  from  young  Master 
Wild”;  nor  that,  when  in  the  prime  of  life  he  met  his  fate 
on  Ihe  scaffold,  his  last  act  was  to  pick  the  pocket  of  the 
parson  who  attended  him,  of  a  corkscrew,  “which  he  carried 
out  of  the  world  in  his  hand.”  A  sufficient  number  of 
Wild’s  confederates  are  made  to  live  and  act  their  parts 
handsomely.  Besides  Blueskin,  there  are  Fielding’s  own 
Count  La  Ruse,  from  whom  Wild  learns  his  trade,  and  Bag- 
shot  and  Fierce  and  Fireblood,  to  mention  the  chief  of 
them.  The  roundhouse  where  Wild  was  confined  for  a  brief 
time  in  his  youth  is  described  as  if  at  first  hand.  Mr.  Snap 
the  bailiff  has  two  charming  but  disreputable  daughters, 
one  of  whom— the  wanton,  sordid,  and  shrill-tongued  Lae- 
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titia — makes  the  great  man’s  life  miserable,  and  deserts 
him  in  his  misfortunes,  thus  compelling  her  chaste  lover  to 
seek  the  favours  of  Miss  Molly  Straddle.  An  Ordinary  of 
Newgate  had  been  but  a  colourless  clergyman.  Fielding 
individualizes  him;  lets  us  see  him  giving  spiritual  conso¬ 
lation  to  Jonathan  until  the  superior  intellect  of  the  thief 
overpowers  the  feeble  conscience  of  the  parson.  Jonathan, 
becoming  drowsy  over  the  Ordinary’s  exhortations,  pro¬ 
poses  a  bottle  of  wine  as  a  surer  antidote  than  religious 
conversation  against  the  low  spirits  into  which  both  seem 
to  be  sinking.  The  Ordinary  has  scruples  against  wine- 
bibbing,  and  suggests  punch  in  its  stead,  if  they  must  drink, 
for  two  reasons;  first,  because  punch  is  nowhere  spoken 
against  in  Scripture,  and  second,  because  of  all  liquors  it 
agrees  best  with  his  constitution.  A  bowl  of  punch  is 
straightway  ordered,  and  thereafter  punch  takes  the  place 
of  religious  instruction  as  a  preparation  for  the  gallows. 

But  most  conspicuous  of  all  the  new  characters  are  the 
Heartfrees — a  London  jeweller  and  his  wife — whom  Field¬ 
ing  created  as  a  foil  to  his  hero.  They  are  representative 
of  the  perfectly  good  and  honest  tradespeople  that  Wild 
looked  upon  as  his  spoil.  The  husband,  though  the  friend 
of  his  boyhood,  he  drove  into  bankruptcy  and  almost  to  the 
gallows  on  a  trumped-up  felony ;  the  wife  he  lured  away  by 
the  blackest  arts  that  he  might  ravish  her.  In  the  end 
Fielding  metes  out  the  strict  poetic  justice  of  a  Samuel 
Richardson.  Virtue  is  rewarded,  and  vice  receives  the 
severest  punishment  known  to  the  law.  For  those  who  want 
a  moral  neatly  expressed,  Fielding  adds:  “Whoever  con¬ 
siders  the  common  fate  of  great  men  must  allow,  they  well 
deserve,  and  hardly  earn  that  applause  which  is  given 
them  by  the  world ;  for,  when  we  reflect  on  the  labours  and 
pains,  the  cares,  disquietudes,  and  dangers  which  attend 
their  road  to  greatness,  we  may  say  with  the  divine,  that  a 
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man  may  go  to  heaven  with  half  the  pains  which  it  costs 
him  to  purchase  hell.” 

In  rather  vague  phrases,  Fielding  advised  his  reader  not 
to  identify  too  closely  the  portrait  of  Jonathan  Wild  with 
that  of  any  great  man  then  living,  for  there  were  many 
rogues  in  the  kingdom — certainly  more  than  one — on  whom 
the  resemblance  might  be  fixed.  ‘  ‘  I  have  been  so  far  from 
endeavouring  to  particularize  any  individual,”  said  Field¬ 
ing,  “that  I  have  with  my  utmost  art  avoided  it.”  This 
apparent  disclaimer  of  having  in  mind  a  particular  rogue 
while  describing  the  species  could  have  been  but  a  jest  at 
a  time  when  the  newspapers  were  holding  up  Walpole  as  no 
better  than  a  Jonathan  Wild,  when  they  were  calling  him 
in  irony  the  Great  Man,  the  very  phrase  that  Fielding  had 
used  in  “Tom  Thumb”  and  now  applied  to  the  hero  of 
Newgate.  In  Wild’s  organization  of  his  gang,  and  his 
perfect  mastery  of  it  from  behind  the  scenes,  in  his  clever 
schemes  for  pocketing  most  of  the  booty,  his  quarrels  with 
a  Fierce  or  a  Blueskin,  his  betrayal  of  friends,  his  impu¬ 
dence,  and  utter  heartlessness,  a  reader  would  see  depicted 
by  way  of  allegory  the  political  career  of  the  Prime  Minis¬ 
ter.  Had  not  Walpole  built  up  his  power  at  the  head  of  a 
horde  of  placemen  that  preyed  upon  the  nation  ?  Had  he  not 
been  relentless  in  punishing  subordinates  who  questioned 
his  supremacy?  Had  he  not  acquired  vast  wealth  for  him¬ 
self  and  a  few  favourites  to  the  great  distress  of  the  people, 
whose  estates  were  dwindling  under  heavy  taxation?  But 
a  reader  would  be  quite  aware  that  Fielding  was  not  run¬ 
ning  up  a  plain  and  consistent  allegory  on  the  Prime 
Minister,  that  in  the  current  fashion  he  sometimes  avoided 
or,  more  exactly,  disguised  the  personal  application,  letting 
the  satire  overflow  into  other  characters  for  perplexity  or 
amusement.  On  closing  the  book,  he  would  say  that 
Walpole’s  career  was  a  general  shadow  of  Wild’s,  at 
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times  clearly  outlined,  and  then  indistinct  and  purposely 
confused. 

A  reader,  nevertheless,  could  not  help  observing  that 
when  the  narrative  began  to  drift  into  unrelated  incident, 
it  had  a  way  of  suddenly  coming  back  to  its  political  sig¬ 
nificance.  Then  a  character  would  bring  in  a  comparison 
between  a  Prime  Minister  and  a  common  thief,  or  the 
author  in  propria  persona  would  comment  upon  a  disgrace¬ 
ful  transaction.  Thus,  after  Wild  had  made  adroit  use 
of  an  accomplice  to  turn  Fierce  over  to  the  hangman, 
Fielding  remarked:  “With  such  infinite  address,  did  this 
truly  great  man  know  to  play  with  the  passions  of  men, 
and  to  set  them  at  variance  with  each  other,  and  to  work 
his  own  purposes  out  of  those  jealousies  and  apprehen¬ 
sions,  which  he  was  wonderfully  ready  at  creating,  by 
means  of  those  great  arts,  which  the  vulgar  call  treachery, 
dissembling,  promising,  lying,  falshood,  &c.  but  which  are 
by  great  men  summed  up  in  the  collective  name  of  policy, 
or  politicks,  or  rather  Pollitrichs ;  an  art  of  which,  as  it  is 
the  highest  excellence  of  human  nature,  so  perhaps,  was 
our  Great  Man  the  most  eminent  master.” 

As  in  this  passage,  the  quarrels  between  Wild  and  his 
men  almost  always  assumed  a  political  colour;  and  there 
were  times  when  Fielding  quite  forgot  that  he  was  writ¬ 
ing  of  a  gang  of  thieves,  so  intent  was  his  mind  upon  a 
gang  of  politicians.  It  would  be  understood  by  everybody 
that  when  he  described  the  exploits  of  Prigs  (the  cant  word 
for  thieves),  he  meant  the  exploits  of  the  Whigs.  Of 
course  he  did  not  intend  to  bring  under  the  opprobrious 
name  the  entire  body  of  the  party — for  Fielding  himself 
was  a  Whig — but  rather  those  hungry  politicians  who  were 
always  scrambling  for  office  in  order  to  satisfy  their  greed. 
They  were  ready  to  follow  Walpole  or  anybody  else  who 
could  assure  them  of  luxury  without  labour.  Of  these 
Prigs  or  Whigs,  there  were  at  one  time,  says  Fielding,  two 
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bitter  factions  ever  at  war  over  what  they  called  their 
principles,  which  were  none  other  than  the  shape  and  style 
of  their  hats.  One  faction  wore  “hats  fiercely  cocked,” 
while  the  other  preferred  “the  nab  or  trencher  hat,  with 
the  brim  flapping  over  their  eyes.”  At  intervals  it  was 
necessary  for  the  great  man  to  appear  and  warn  the  fac¬ 
tions  against  letting  their  foolish  differences  go  too  far. 
So  long  as  their  quarrels  were  counterfeited  as  a  cover  to 
picking  the  pockets  of  the  crowd,  he  did  not  object  to  them ; 
but  there  was  always  danger,  he  said,  of  their  coming  to  a 
close  fight  in  earnest.  They  must  know,  as  well  as  he,  that 
a  Prig  is  no  less  a  Prig  in  one  hat  than  in  another;  that 
they  were  all  engaged  in  the  great  and  glorious  enterprise 
of  robbing  the  public;  that  the  only  value  of  a  hat  lies  in 
the  amount  of  booty  that  it  will  hold.  Moved  to  shame  by 
this  exhortation,  the  Prigs  all  tossed  up  their  hats  together. 
A  scene  like  this  could  be  regarded  only  as  a  burlesque  of 
the  very  able  speeches  whereby  Walpole  often  kept  in  line 
those  members  of  his  party  who  showed  signs  of  disaffec¬ 
tion.  Many  a  time  when  the  Government’s  measures  were 
threatened,  the  Prime  Minister’s  eloquence  and  promises 
saved  the  day. 

Of  more  specific  reference  is  a  scene  in  Newgate.  On 
his  entrance  to  this  castle,  Wild  found  that  the  Prigs  there 
were  already  organized  by  “one  Roger  Johnson,  a  very 
great  man,”  for  the  plunder  of  the  debtors  who  swarmed 
through  the  place.  By  playing  upon  the  grievances  of  these 
Prigs  against  their  leader,  Jonathan  broke  them  up  into 
two  parties,  with  whom  the  crowd  of  debtors  took  sides, 
so  that  the  walls  of  the  old  prison,  hitherto  quiet,  now  re¬ 
sounded,  day  and  night,  with  “Wild  for  ever”  and  “John¬ 
son  for  ever.”  Jonathan,  being  cleverer  at  promises  than 
Roger,  quickly  succeeded  to  the  place  and  power  of  his 
rival.  Whereupon  he  stripped  Johnson  of  his  finery — a 
silk  nightgown,  embroidered  waistcoat,  and  velvet  hat 
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and  arrayed  himself  in  these  insignia  of  office,  defending 
his  conduct,  whenever  any  surprise  was  expressed,  with 
the  claim  that  the  clothes  ‘  ‘  fitted  him  much  better  than  they 
did  Johnson,  and  that  they  became  him  in  a  much  more 
elegant  manner.”  The  debtors  first  grumbling  and  after¬ 
wards  becoming  indignant  at  Wild  for  his  appropriation  of 
spoils  which  they  thought  should  be  sold  “for  the  good  of 
whole,”  as  they  called  it,  “a  very  grave  man”  in  the  com¬ 
pany  severely  rebuked  them  for  their  stupidity  in  suppos¬ 
ing  that  they  could  improve  their  condition  by  overthrow¬ 
ing  one  rogue  in  favour  of  another.  Their  only  hope  of 
preserving  “the  liberty  of  Newgate,”  he  told  them,  was  by 
reforming  “the  manners  of  Newgate.”  Not  only  must 
they  keep  apart  from  the  Prigs,  neither  eating  nor  drinking 
with  them,  but  they  must  also  eradicate  from  themselves  all 
Priggish  instincts  and  desires  shown  in  their  own  disposi¬ 
tion  to  pillage  one  another.  This  was  Fielding’s  way  of 
burlesquing  a  change  in  the  Ministry. 

And  no  one  needed  to  be  informed  that  the  Prigs  were 
place-hunters  or  placemen,  and  that  the  unfortunate  debtors 
were  the  people  who  paid  the  heavy  taxes,  whichever  fac¬ 
tion  might  be  in  power.  But  precisely  what  change  in  Min¬ 
istry  the  author  had  in  mind,  was  left — purposely,  I  think— 
to  conjecture.  A  reader  who  wished  to  keep  the  allegory 
whole  and  consistent,  would  see  in  the  rivalry  between  Wild 
and  Johnson  a  reflection  of  the  old  contest  between  Wal¬ 
pole  and  Townshend  in  which  the  former  emerged  trium¬ 
phant  as  Prime  Minister  after  there  had  been  a  scuffle  with 
drawn  swords.  The  “very  grave  man”  who  gave  the  poor 
debtors  such  excellent  advice,  expressed  of  course  the  views 
of  the  Opposition  formed  against  Walpole  back  in  1730, 
immediately  after  he  became  supreme.  The  remembrance 
of  this  old  quarrel  between  Walpole  and  Townshend  had 
not  yet  grown  stale;  it  was  commonly  read  into  “The 
Beggar’s  Opera,”  and  Fielding  alluded  to  it  elsewhere  in 
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‘  ‘  J onathan  Wild.  ”  “  The  Great  Mari  .  .  .  ,  ”  he  said,  ‘  ‘  ought 
to  keep  himself  as  much  behind  the  curtain  as  possible,’’ 
though  “two  very  great  men,  whose  names  will  be  both 
recorded  in  history,  did,  in  former  times,  come  forth  them¬ 
selves  on  the  stage;  and  did  hack  and  hew,  and  lay  each 
other  most  cruelly  open  to  the  diversion  of  the  spectators.” 

Political  allegories,  however,  have  the  oblique  glance; 
that  is  their  charm.  Humorists  have  ever  had  the  habit  of 
breaking  the  continuity  of  an  allegory,  so  that  the  reader 
himself  may  become  responsible  for  any  direct  application. 
This  had  been  the  method  of  Swift,  Gay,  and  political 
writers  in  the  newspapers.  Fielding  likewise  drew  his 
portrait  of  Wild  in  such  a  way  that  it  might  not  always 
point  to  Walpole;  in  such  a  way  that  there  should  be  dif¬ 
ferences  as  well  as  resemblances.  Though  no  one  could 
really  doubt  that  the  author  wrote  in  the  main  with  his 
mind  on  “  a  certain  great  man,  ’  ’  a  reader  would  meet  every¬ 
where  with  incidents  and  sometimes  with  qualities  that 
could  not  be  made  to  tally  with  the  assumed  original.  These 
inconsistencies  appeared  especially  in  the  quarrel  just  de¬ 
scribed  between  Wild  and  Johnson.  Walpole’s  enemies 
charged  him  with  vice  and  crime,  but  they  all  acknowledged 
his  uncommon  endowments  of  intellect  and  will.  How, 
then,  could  Fielding  say,  as  he  did  in  the  prison  scene,  that 
Johnson’s  cast-off  garments  fitted  Wild,  despite  that  gentle¬ 
man’s  assertion  to  the  contrary,  “very  ill,  being  infinitely 
too  big  for  him”?  By  general  consent  of  all  parties,  Wal¬ 
pole  was  a  much  abler  leader  than  Townshend.  The  remark 
may  have  been  an  inadvertence,  but  it  is  safer  to  assume 
that  it  was  made  deliberately;  that  the  allegory  at  this 
point  was  intentionally  given  a  squint  towards  the  last  dis¬ 
sensions  in  the  Walpole  Cabinet  preceding  its  downfall. 

Walpole  as  Prime  Minister  was  succeeded  by  the  Earl 
of  Wilmington,  who,  though  he  had  held  office  under  the 
late  Government,  was  cool  towards  his  chief,  sometimes  in- 
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trigued  against  him,  offered  him  no  assistance  when  the 
crisis  came,  and  stood  by  to  take  the  cast-off  clothes  of  office 
which  he  believed  Walpole  had  stolen  from  his  own  shoul¬ 
ders  many  years  before.  The  clothes  proved  a  ludicrous 
misfit;  Walpole’s  hat  must  have  made  the  new  Minister’s 
head  ache;  for  Wilmington  was  only  a  dignified  nonentity, 
lacking  in  the  intelligence  and  decision  necessary  to  leader¬ 
ship.  By  reversing  the  allegory  in  the  Newgate  quarrel, 
making  Johnson  stand  for  Walpole,  and  Wild  for  Wilming¬ 
ton,  the  scene  may  be  made  to  fit  the  change  in  Ministry  that 
occupied  men’s  minds  when  Fielding  was  writing  his  novel. 
That  Fielding  quite  intended  this  complete  reversal  is  not 
probable ;  he  rather  suggested  it,  I  think,  in  a  mischievous 
spirit;  and  thereby  furnished  a  subject  for  hot  discussion 
among  coffee-house  politicians  over  who  was  meant  by 
Roger  and  who  was  meant  by  Jonathan,  in  the  strife  for 
the  dirty  symbols  of  office.  These  wiseacres  might  debate 
also  the  identity  of  the  “very  grave  man,”  for  his  political 
philosophy  was  as  sound  in  1743  as  in  1730.  Indeed,  it 
reads  much  like  Fielding’s  own  as  one  sees  it  in  “The 
Champion”  and  “The  Opposition.” 

Minor  hits  at  Walpole’s  private  as  well  as  political  life, 
once  clear  enough,  appear  in  many  places.  Professor  John 
Edwin  Wells,*  the  only  writer  who  has  adequately  con¬ 
sidered  this  aspect  of  the  novel,  was  the  first  to  observe  that 
Fielding,  in  fabricating  a  genealogy  for  Wild,  was  perhaps 
burlesquing  that  one  of  Walpole  which  had  appeared  a  few 
years  before  in  William  Musgrave’s  “Brief  and  True  His¬ 
tory  of  Robert  Walpole  and  his  Family.”  This  pamphlet, 
having  altogether  but  seventy-eight  printed  pages,  devotes 
thirty-eight  of  them  to  the  great  man’s  ancestors.  Robert 
Walpole’s  father  was  named  Robert,  and  his  grandfather, 
Edward.  Similarly  Wild’s  father  was  put  down,  without 

*  ‘  ‘  Publications  of  the  Modern  Language  Association  of  America,  ’  ’  Vol. 
XXVIII,  No.  I,  March,  1913,  pp.  1-55. 
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any  authority  from  the  pamphlets;  as  Jonathan,  and  his 
grandfather  as  Edward.  The  coincidence  seems  to  have 
been  intentional,  for  Fielding,  as  may  be  seen  by  examining 
the  genealogy  of  his  hero,  first  called  Jonathan’s  grand¬ 
father  J ames,  and  immediately  began  writing  of  him  under 
the  name  of  Edward  as  if  his  mind  were  on  Walpole’s  an¬ 
cestry.  One  of  the  most  hnmorons  passages  in  the  book  is 
a  conversation  between  Jonathan  and  his  wife  Laetitia  one 
morning  a  fortnight  after  marriage.  They  accused  each 
other  of  infidelity,  but  after  emitting  a  torrent  of  abuse, 
they  patched  up  the  quarrel  with  the  agreement  that  there¬ 
after  neither  should  interfere  with  the  liberty  of  the  other. 
This  scene  was  in  accordance  with  current  gossip  concerning 
Walpole  and  his  wife.  Just  like  this,  Walpole  was  to  have 
Miss  Skerrett,  and  his  wife  was  to  have  Lord  Hervey ;  there 
_  was  to  be  no  more  talk  about  it  on  either  side.  Much  else, 
too,  was  mixed  with  the  scene.  Finally,  for  we  must  stop 
somewhere,  Walpole’s  feeble  religious  nature  was  touched 
upon  with  excellent  ridicule  in  those  conversations  between 
Wild  and  the  Ordinary  of  Newgate.  The  great  man  was 
uncertain  whether  he  was  an  atheist  or  a  Christian.  As  the 
day  of  “death  and  damnation”  approached  nearer,  he  took 
more  and  more  to  punch  and  then  to  laudanum,  in  order 
to  make  the  transition  as  easy  as  possible. 

The  personal  satire  of  “Jonathan  Wild”  has  long  since 
spent  its  force.  This  is  due  partly  to  the  obscuration  that 
comes  with  time  and  partly  to  the  fact  that  the  novel  in 
the  form  in  which  Fielding  first  published  it  has  been  super¬ 
seded  by  a  later  version.  Near  the  end  of  life,  when  his 
old  political  animosities  were  but  a  memory,  Fielding 
thoroughly  revised  his  fiction.  Two  entire  chapters,  one 
of  which  is  largely  political,  were  eliminated,  and  the  word 
“Prime  Minister”  gave  way  in  most  cases  to  “Statesman.” 
The  new  edition  was  accompanied  with  an  advertisement 
written  by  Fielding,  in  which  the  author  deprecated  the  alle- 
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gorical  interpretations  which,  had  been  given  to  his  book, 
and  yet  really  acknowledged  that  an  allegory  was  there. 
The  general  effect  of  the  alterations  and  the  advertisement 
has  been  to  blur  and  darken  the  political  undercurrent.  It 
is  this  second  “Jonathan  Wild,”  carefully  made  over  from 
the  first  one,  that  has  come  down  to  us  in  popular  editions. 
This  is  perhaps  as  it  should  he.  To  the  modern  reader, 
‘  ‘  J onathan  Wild  ’  ’  is  hardly  a  political  pamphlet.  Time  and 
Fielding’s  hand  have  subordinated  its  political  purpose  to 
a  parody  on  the  lives  of  so-called  great  men,  among  whom 
one  thinks  of  Caesar  and  Alexander,  hut  not  at  all  of  Wal¬ 
pole,  unless  one’s  attention  is  called  to  the  fact  that  he  lies 
concealed  under  the  title  of  Statesman  or  Prime  Minister. 

Fielding’s  method  was  irony  as  he  had  learned  it  from 
Lucian  and  Swift,  but  it  was  less  bitter  than  Swift’s  and  it 
was  sometimes  coloured  by  banter  and  burlesque.  A  capi¬ 
tal  burlesque  of  extravagant  tales  told  by  shipwrecked 
sailors,  such  as  one  finds  in  Defoe’s  books  of  adventure,  he 
cut  from  the  first  edition  because  it  was  irrelevant  and  hin¬ 
dered  too. much  the  main  narrative.  He  nevertheless  let 
stand  a  parody  of  the  grand  tour  in  connection  with  an  acci¬ 
dent  that  befell  Jonathan  in  his  youth,  compelling  that 
gentleman  to  pass  seven  years  in  his  Majesty’s  American 
colonies.  The  composition  of  that  chapter,  though  the 
shortest  in  the  book,  was  most  difficult,  said  Fielding,  be¬ 
cause  nothing  occurred  worth  recording.  We  tried,  he 
added,  to  fill  out  the  narrative  from  the  adventures  of  other 
young  gentlemen  abroad;  “but  to  our  great  sorrow  could 
not  extract  a  single  incident  strong  enough  to  justify  the 
theft  to  our  consciences.”  Occasionally,  too,  Fielding  was 
betrayed  into  direct  statement  under  the  sway  of  deep  emo¬ 
tion  at  Wild’s  cruel  treatment  of  the  Heartfrees;  and  then 
he  could  not  refrain  from  denunciation  of  his  hero’s  treach¬ 
ery.  But  except  for  these  very  human  lapses,  Fielding 
kept  the  cool  masque  of  irony  tight  over  his  face;  he  de- 
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scribed  the  adventures  of  Jonathan  Wild  as  if  the  thief 
were  really  a  great  man,  and  the  distressful  experiences  of 
the  Heartfrees  as  if  the  honest  jeweller  and  his  wife  were 
silly  and  contemptible  creatures.  Barring  a  few  misad¬ 
ventures  and  an  unhappy  marriage,  Jonathan  Wild’s  career 
was  one  long  triumph  from  the  first  pocket  that  he  picked 
down  to  the  last  when  he  relieved  the  Ordinary  of  a  con¬ 
cealed  corkscrew.  There  was  no  flinching;  he  met  his  fate 
with  the  careless  fortitude  of  the  martyrs,  certain  that  he 
would  soon  be  among  the  ancient  heroes,  with  Caesar  and 
Alexander  of  Macedon.  After  closing  the  book,  Coleridge 
declared  that  its  irony  exceeded  anything  in  ‘  ‘  Lilliput  ’  ’  or 
“ A  Tale  of  a  Tub.”  And  the  critic  was  probably  right. 
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